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This study was conducted in order to 1nv“tigat¢ t.ho typu of
problm that oould affect the writi.ng akills of ntudmu 'in elementary
and “‘junior high achool{.l Additionally, the mlatiomhip, botw_m the
written language ability of atudénf;- and their skill levels in'rnoding'
and c}sl Lgnguage was examined. The most rcce;lt st‘anda;aiud’ test
instrument available to evaluators at the time of tnti}mg entitled "The
Test of Written Language" by Harm\ill and’ I.arun (1978) was. u-ad as tha
tool for the measurement.of writing ability. - -Furthermore, writ.inq
o \?Q)réﬂ were compared to ‘scores from the "Wechsler mMtelligence Scale
‘ or Chfldrén - Revised" (WISC-R) to .eQistabl‘iph i{f there were any.
}attems in an intellectual profile nt.hét —we‘re camon to students with
- written language difficuit“iels.i Finally. ’teachers‘ were ‘askea to rank
,the writmg abllxtles of t.helr students and these ratirga were compared
to scores from "The Test of Written Languaqe" (TOWL) .

'I\MO hundred and forty two students from grades three thmu;h aevan |
were administered "'I‘he Test of Written Language . Their total writing
scores were then oompared to reading scores from the Gates MacGinitJ.e
Reading Tests and reading and language scores Qn the Canadlan Test of"
Basic Skills in order to determlne the relatlonahxp bétween ertl;lg (as
lmeasured by' the 'IWL) to, readmg and the "wntt.en language sacm.ons of
an alternatlve test. AR

'Nenty two students were also drawn from the larger populatlon

that were found to be experiencing problems in wntmg accordmg to the



v ‘ . " N . l
standards of ' the, 'KML. "Ttie Test of lLanguage Development -

Intermediate" was administered to students in grades three through five

o

in the . study group while the "Test of Adolescent Language" was

\ a&dniatereci to the students in grades six and seven. They were also
| u&r\ini;tired a WISC-R if they did not already have a recent profile.
. ing Scores from this group were also compared to the average norms
: at each of their grade lavels. | !

Significant ralatlonshlpe were found between writing and reading

3

total language scores of the CTB& bweré&#evm .mgher (.59 or greater)
Generally students who were found to be weak writers were dlSO found to
be weak L_n. reading -and cmx;onenta of oral language. - The relatlonshlp
between writing a\-rid.._.‘me other aspects of language was found to be
ocnipléx anri it.was s&ggested that writing oontaing variables that are
-unique to this form of 1anguage |

it was alsa found that weak writers tend to have more difficulty
with the machanl_cal aspects of writing (partlcglarly, spelling) than
they do with ideation.

”A:s‘ignificant relationship was alsd found between teacher i‘a;\kings
of students writing abllxty and measured abilities from "'I‘ne 'I‘est of

Written Language", howgver., it was suggested that teachers tend to

place emphasis on mechanics over written éxpression of ideas.

v ]
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INTRODUCTION I

In conparlscn to the amount of research about o"’ areas of
' language use‘a’ge there is a limited anmdf.-of litérat\-.}re pertalnmg to'A
- the s‘tudy‘ of written h,language. . There is even//less mformatlon
',sp’ecifically addressing written language pro‘blens’ or disorders.
‘Recently, : however, educdtors and researchers ha/,ve begun to focus more'
lattentlon on the acqmsltlon, teacm.ng and/ assessment - of wrltten.
,language as a result of recent pmfess:.on;ai artlcles questlonlng the
‘quality of wrltlng in schools and collegeé began to emerg Brela.hd and
G'aynqr' (1979) note that written ex’pres&on skill gamed publlC v
‘ lattentlon when. it \fas dLscovered t.hat the wrltlng ablllty of studmts :
enterlng college appeared to be ‘declining. Meridith and &Jil’lianS‘
A 1984) discussed the very. :écem;/"focx‘s on writing in the United States.
'Ihey cige‘ a feport‘“ from t}/xé/ Netienal Camission on Exc’:ellehce in
- Educat.i&l indicatiﬁg that ;shly 20% of American 17 yeer olds can write
a persua51ve essay (p 1/1) 'I‘bey also acknowledge a study conducted‘ i
| by Boyer (1983) for the/ Carnegle Foundatlon concluding "that writing is
the most mportant ax;d neglected skill in school" (p. 11). Roit, and

1

McKenzxe (1984) noé that -this- issue was also addressed in publlc

el

forums such ‘as Newsweek" (p- 258) (i;e. "Why Johnny Can't Write"

.December‘ 8, 1975‘) .

1
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' canponents that are 1noorporated in written language

i

'I‘he developnent of writing ablhty is *.remely carplex, whlch
makes the fleld of wntten expressxon extremely dlfflcult to study in

its enurety ' Sllverman et al (1981) describes the " myriad of

A

Language is basm to oarmunlcatlon, and -writing
is perhaps the most sophisticated form of
language. It depends almost entirely on three
other forms - talking, listening and reading - -
but it involves dlstlnctl.ve skills that set it
apart. ' Motor skills are reqmred to produce the
graphic images, and stored memories of motor
pattergs for. curs:.ve and manuscrlpt letters must
be reviewed.. ' 'spelling skills are required: for-
edsy, recall» Qf both regular sound-symbol ;
assocz.at_l,ons ‘and- lrregular or non-phonetic ones.

) - Sym:actwaL competence ‘is required including

" .- . knowledge 6f the conventions of punctuation,

' izatxon,,useage and so on. (p. 91, 92).

uareas and cognlt:we abllltles '?It is imperative however, . to gain an'
understandmg and apprec:.atlon for the interactions t.hat all of these

"oanponents have .on wr).tten language 1f we are to develop quallty

mstructlonal programs and assessment methods for students that treat
wrltlng as a. "WhOl.‘LSth" process

« -
9%‘ .
P

o

A.lthough prof1<:1ency in written language expressmn is generally

agreed to he of enonrOus lmportance to the success of any student

o -



Educatlon by Conrey & Rodgers (1978) in whlch 9 bOO students were’ .

>

-enrolled ln an educatlonal system and the future success in. ntmerous

,.

areas of enployment, there has been llttle attentlon devoted to the
'stu)dy and teachmg of wntmg in past years. Gentry .(1928) Supports
the, value of sklll i writ:mg in our present society. She quotes Daly_'

& buller,_(l97-5),who state.

Our age. demands competence in wntlng Nandng :

an occupation where writing is not a requirement .

.is difficult. Although it may not ke a composition

or essay that ' is required, most 1ndxv1duals must .
daily face the demand for wrltnug caupetency (p 108) ..

- -

. " o, , a o
Poplm et al (1980) note the"followmg"‘ "when. ‘one cons'idex"s the. role‘
that written. 1 guage plays in a student s educatlonal well being, the .
v' amount of meanmgful mformatlon regardmg the nature of a student s
wrltten language : products and thelr wrltlng is dlscouragmg.' (p 46) |

: Jells (1981) a researcher study:mg chlldren s language develognent has

/

~ observed a similar inattention o writing in England. .. ) \

”In a Canadian study performed for the Brltlsh (,olurnbla Mlnlstr:y of .

assessed, it was, reported thats ' achlevenent J.n wrltten expressmn at

/

‘the end of the elementary grade gave grave cause for oo‘ern. v (p. 8)..

It (was found that the performance of the grade ‘eight ' students (as a

<

group) was rated a's "Satlsfactory or bettEr in only 14 of 33 skllls

" assessed." 'I'nelr flndmgs were ‘even more extreme - at “the. fh.lgh school

- s

level: "ach'levement in ‘writter expressmn at the end of the . seccndary ,

S



grades was ektremeiy disturbihg.’ The interpretation p&nel rated

performance of . grade twelve studmts (as a group) as sansfactory on

N

only 3 of 31 skills. assessed "_ (p. 8)

" A study conducted by the Canadlan Instltute for Research _ for the
Mlnlster §" Adv:Lsory Oaumttee on’ Student Achlevanent (MPCOSA) in
Alberta in 1978 had similar fmding‘s . "’Students‘ from grades 3, 6, 9 and

12, fr'.cm‘284 schools were assessed for writing and reading ability and
- ) . : N ' . ’ - O -
it was found that "student performance on the reading items were judged

by markers. to be generally satiefactory ‘at all four g:ad'e levels,"

. whereas "the majority. of students are mneed of additional instruction
. in those skills which are -necessqry f‘orlth'e producti‘o"rr of an acceptebie

writing product.® (p. 2

- Studies' sugh ‘as theee have und0ubt.edly caused a great deal of

odncem.axrbng educa Ys. There have been a number of. reasons offered
oS

to acoount for thlS lack of attention to wrltten language. 'I‘he primary

reason is, that wntten language is consuiered ta ‘be the most oanplex '

- and soplustlcated form of language _ (sllverman et al,  1981).

(Anderson 1982), (Hammill 1982) Lerner (1976) describes writing as:

A camplex process which involves keeping in mind ones
ideas, ordering ideas in same 'logical sequence and . -
relationship, and planning or designing the correct
placenent of words or ideas on paper. When writing,
children demdnstrate their .ability to formulate ideas,
and transmit their ideas by written symbol. (p.188)



e e
~Morris and Crump (1982) also see wntten language as the "most conmplex
aspect of the language arts 'I‘hey _“e that "facility in written

language mvolves a myriad of skJ.lls mcludmg handwriting, spelling,

.granmar. capltallzatmn, punctuaticn yn'cax, vocabulary and ideation."
They conclude_ notinq that  "little is known, however, about the
.development of ithese skills and their relationship to proficiency in
wsitten _Language.*' | (p 163) It is this very intricate nature of the )
process of 'writing that makes it a ve'ry. difficult area of_ﬂstudy and |
research. .’_Iherefore. it is understandable that""«;teachers feel confused
Iand'perhaps inadequate when they are faced with the responsibility of
teaching students about writing when ‘there. Ls llttle agreement about
the process of wrltten language acqulsltlon. Poplm (1983) states that
"before educators attempt to pramote student"s growth .in writing, we
must ‘know how \chi'ldr'en naturally de.velop writing" abilities." 'I'his is
often why teachers focus on the mare, easxly 1dent1f1able elements of
ccmposxtlon (1.e. the mechamcs) in thelr wrltmg programs and avoid
the mbre- abstract and qualltatlve aspects .f the writing process such
as ldeatlon, unmty, clarlty,u etc. C/ ‘

!

Teachers looking for all mclusmve "packages" for the teach.mg ‘of

writlng are being unreallstlc, ttmever, for $«ars A.Lexarider "‘Btates,
LITRe A
"composition consists of a- set of skills that does ’rbt ’ﬁt naa&fy mto :

a scope and sequence _schema.’ 'Ihere may never be oaﬁpl.et,e agreement
about the process of. wrltmg SO 1t will be necessary for teachers to
review theories that are avallable about the oarpbsmg process and as

- Tiedt \(1983)  suggests "develop a personal phllo&)l'hy“ that



theoretically suits ones own teaching strengt.hs and personality and
that is of course, subject to revision as more is learned about written

expression:

In order to teach effectively, 'you need to know first
of all what you believe about what, How and why you
teach. " In_ order to be an effect;we teacher of writing,
you need to clarify your thinking about writing and the
process of teaching young people to write. You need
to develop’'a personal phJ.losophy of wntmg ingtruction.
(Tiedt, 1983, p. 2)

-

Arbt"her  reason to help account for the suggested general decline in

writing ability is that the time allocated to ‘the teaching of written’

1anguage intthe sghools is far less than the time provided for  reading
J.nst,ructlon Reading- appears to be the prl.mary focus of the language
arts program. Donald Graves (1978) has written extenslvely about t_hel
lack of attentxon\g;ven to writing. m Pmencan elementary ‘schools. -He

feels that there is an mapproprlate dominance of reading instriction

in the schools. | halshe (1977) in a report to the Third Australlanl

" Reading Conference states the following:

IS

there is a mad cleavage today between readmg and
wntmg Instead of being inseparable heads and tails
of literacy, reading is indulged, lauded and promoted .
while writing is avoided, derided and neglected. (p.55)

Silverman (1981) agrees with these observatiorfs, she also nbtes t_hat :

the "contemporary pressures on schools -have stressed the urgency of

<



- helping children learn to read rather than write." (p.91). Some of

this. focus on reading over writing may be due in part to the theories .

- 'vthat oral languaga»and reading are pre—requisite gkills that ni.as’t be

well developed before writing instruction can begin. Teachers need to

i

know what ‘the relatlonshlp is between oral language, reading and

wntlng ’I'he lack of agreanent ahout processes, theoriea ~and the"

elements to focus on in a wnt:mg program understandably cont_nbute to
a great de;;l. of discussion and cortroversy’ about appropriate methods

for assessment of written language. Brown (1980) makes- the following

statement: A

The clamour of education's many constituents for
- various kinds of information about basic writing
skills makes the task of selecting appropriate tests
‘or evaluation programs.both complicated and confusing.
Teachers, students, school superintendents, deans, graduate
schools, parents and the business' community, gll :
demand different kinds of information cmgn.\ent:%to \\
their, needs and their perceptions about lénguage
nature éf evidence. (p. 105) : { cg %w’
'I'herefore, there is an eqgual laek of ccncen‘sus "r ing ‘what
constitutes the cntlcal camponents of wntmg that are necessary for

evaluatlon , even lf t_hese could be defmed. what tests or testing-

pvide a valxd and reh.able meaauremmt of. writing abx.hty?
* prgblems and disabilities is even more sparse. Poplin (1980) has noted

disabled and normal children. Knott (1981) has pointed out that

t | 4

“the _scarcity ,'.of research comparing thé differences between learing

b,



i.’
v"syst?mc study and analysi

of lear ing disabled childrens'
difficulties in written language are les presented in the llterature
when oompared to other ve ball‘channe s." (p.’24) Again, reading
’ focus ,6,f school ‘programs for -

(1980) feels that often:

mvested in readmg

e;ts that writing is all
rising that even those -
reading digabled students / eventually develop same
facility itn reading often achieve only primary ORI
levels of written e_;:pres»s'on (p- 239) N -

Blalock (1981) conducted a study in which thirty-eight adolescents
previously, diagnosed as learn,mg disabled, were surveyed for their most:
"a:xmon cadenucally relatedl problems Of the thlrty-elght, five

caq:l of arithmetic pr/oblems, three cq11pla1ned of oral lamgtlage

dJ.ff 'cultles, twenty—flve of readmg problems and thirty oarplayned of - "

‘\wrl ten language dlfflcultles Mambers of the group generaliy felt
t their problems w;(th wrxtmg affected their ablllty to. functlon in

/
so(:lety and prevengéd any. hlgher lev

_anployment. _ Ninety percent
9b%) of that groxp ‘were assessed to |

Evm those group members who were found have éﬁiequate scores on mosty

t
',

"oonrﬁected vgrltlng formulation." (p.

_/ ~Reports such as these indicate the need for- an mproved focus on

i

the problems and needs of students experiencing dlfflculty wlth. written



lar;quage skill development. Professionals i1n the learning disability
field and all areas of special aducatm'n' are obliged to ensure that
‘teachers are prow)ided with realistic and carefully structured programs

that help to prevent the learning disabled child form being crippled
. ) o N , : -
both socilally anci voc‘ati,otnlly because of the 1nability to write.

:

N
Y i 4

1edgenmt and respect for the ocomplexity . of

writi: literature review was conducted >m an attempt
to investigate as many of the factbrs that influence written ;arx;mge
and its assessment as possible, in order to gain at least a pa'rma_lv‘,
urﬂefsmrxding of the difficulties that a child can experiance °in f_pe

camposing process. The more specific purposes follow:

v
§

1. _To éxt_ensivély review the literature fq;? test instruments t.ha\t may

be useful in assessir:g a child's strengths and weaknesses in

| written language. To examine the usefulneés and validity of‘ the

recently published Test of Wriltten L.ancjuage (Hammill and Larsen

1978 )‘ as an iﬁsummt for: identification of students per forming

fbehind their peers in written language, and for ascertaining
strengtﬁs‘ @nd weakrleéseg in written languagé skills.

2. Tp"éca:ﬁine the relationshipé between a child's written language

T
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scores on the TOWL and his or her scores on standardized tests
measuring reading skills, 1ahquage mechanics, and .oral language

skill levels. |

3. To explore the nature of writing difficulties and to dQetermine

what relations or patterns exist in terms of specific skill areas,

» ’ ,
that may be cammon to children experiencing written lénguaqe
: pn)blan;. |
. \‘
4. To ascertain the incidence of “L‘jk}ildrenl experlencing wr;t,r.é'n
language’ problems as mea‘sureﬂ by the Test of w" itten language.
Dﬁfinitinn'éf Terms

/

Wiriting Modes - different forms of categories in writing such as
descriptive,  argumentative, expository., i’magulativé, scientific report,
etc. (Delves 1972) : i

" Objective Assessment - 1s the same as an indirect assessment Cthat

measures a student's writing skills through a contrived format.

wi'it«ten'ﬁxpression/’ Written Language/ Nriting/ Written Cammunlication -
These terms aré used interchangeably as a term "that emoompasses  the
entire graphic process, including generation of ideas, spelling, syntax

.and penmanship”. (Silverman et al 1981, p. 92)

p
#



CHAPTER 11
SELECTED REV1EMWS OF RELATED LITERATURE
A. Introduction and Chapter Overview

There are no universally'vaccept'ed theories pertammg to written
expression develognént or the; difficulties childfér} experience in the
acquisition of wr.,i;tteh lmg@e skills. Additionally, there is no
aéreenent regarding written language assessment. For the purposes of
this study, discourse theories from three different pers;;ectives_ are
presented, followed by a discussion of the literatufe examining the
\realtions)}i?gns between writing, or?:il x language and reading. Then,.a
review ofm tyres 'of’ assessment ‘used in written language, and the
research that leg(am'mes their ugefulness is presented. The final
section of the literature review discu}sses difficulties experienced by

studénts in the development of writinb skills and research related to

learning disabilitles in written languLge. A summgry and discussion of

the jeseuch questions in the study conclude$ this chapter.

-

i

B. Theories About the Writing Process Co

\

There are a wide arfay of theories about meﬁprocesé of camposing.

’ -
< *
. .
:
~ ’

11 .,

ity

—~
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As was previously indicated, it is a highly difficult area to attempt

to analyze due to its camplexity. Brown (1962) notes the follofring:

The scope of the field of written camposition,
stretching as it does fram classical rhetoric

through cognitive.psychology and psycholinguistics
| to problems of readibility and document design,
' draws from so many fields and points in so many
directions that it is not easily anotamized. (p.
2961,

Myers (1983) has att,er;ptedw to Jiscuss the various philosophies of
writing - by categorizing them Qnder three general headings -
"processing, modelling and“distancmg" (p. 3). In processing the
theory centers on the series of thought processes used by the writer
.during the writing act. In rnodéll'mg, theorists exanune writing fram a
behavioural - point of view. Fyinally, in distancing the theoriés are
concentrated on the ‘connections between the writer and the tofic and
. the writer and his or her audxenée. Representative theorists from eac}vx

persepective about the writing process are discussed below:

’

A Cogmtlve Process Theory

Flowers and Hayes (1981) asked writers to describe the strategies

’

they were usmg throughout their oomposing eplsodes Based on. thelr'.
observatlons they see written expression as a cogrutlve process in
which a writer uses a mmk,er -of problem solvmg strategies to produce a
written product. ’I‘hey do not feel that writing can be defmed_as a
heirarcbi,cal proéess in which the student wm‘tés n distir‘x‘ct:"fsmges

N



such as plémning. _then writing, then revising and editing. They feel
that "w;aiting processes are not constrained to occur in a fixed

sequence":

The writer uses the processes as if they were
tools in a tool kit to be applied in any order the
job demands. For exanple, while reviewing, a
writer may discover an inadequate transition
between sentences. To remedy this situation, the
writer may call in the planning and transition
processes to insert new sentences in the text that
will anooth the transition. (Hayes and Flower
1983, p. 210)

Their model of writing includes three main components:

)

L. The task environment - which begins with the "rhetorical problem”

or the writer's task. If the writer is a student, the rhetorical
J problem is usually in the form of an assignment that includes such
Lnstructi:)ns as the ‘topic and who the writing is tobe :ddressed
n to | ‘Once the writing has defined the problem k‘according’ to *
ind'ividuai ‘goals then he or 'shé begins to \;vrite and develop a text
7 which’ ls’another part of the task environment. Hayes and Flower
- .:(1983) note that "each word in the growing text determmes and
limits the cho:.ces of what can come next". (p..371)

2 - Ldmg:’l‘em Memory - The written text is influenced by the writers

l_br;g'—?t‘errn memory which is "defined as the writers internal

knowledge about such things as the topic, the audience or writing

. - conventions, and material contained in externmal sourCes such’ as
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'
o .

g a.rticlesland' books. --'The authors note that "what counts in writing

is not what the wrlter may be sald to know but what he or she is

Ji‘able, or chooses, to draw from menory durmg the act of canpo%mg

: (Hayes and Ylower 1983 p 209)

~

-

The ert.lng Processes -~ These are the mental reasoning processes

»

used by .the writer as he or she oomposes. They lnclude

‘Plann_mg = thlS mvolves the creatlon of :Ldeas, dec1510ns aboutv‘ -

- v

the organization .‘of the text :

’procedures "for 'wr‘i\ting-“. (Hayes and

N

_ plannlng,, there may not be any wrltlng invSIved and the process is

4
ongomg durmg the entlre wrltlng eplsode

et

Translatlng - ThlS is the written- productlon of the components

,accumulated durmg the Plannlng process.. This is rot necessarlly
-a flow1ng act in whlch the wrlter composes fully formed 1ideas and

" sentences ~ He or she may - often have to go back and —forth between

Planning and Translating. " ‘ ¢ 5

‘Reviewing - Thls .involves two subprocesses~ evaluating and.

" revising. In evaluatlon, the writer may actually read what he or

she. has written or it may be a mental. evaluatlon ‘of what is being

%

4 planned. If, durmg evaluation, .scme pr_oblems ‘areildentlfled,

then revision takes ‘place. This may lead to "new cycles of

planning and. translating" (Flower and Hayes, 1981 p. 374). The

K
e
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review procees can. be methodlcal when the writer decides to stop
and examine what has been wrltten or it can occur when the wnter
happens to notice an error or pmblem in hls/her carposltlon ‘ 'me ’
pro_cess ﬁ:\ rev1ew1ng ‘can take ‘place at anyume ﬂmrouéhoutl

" composing. | - e ' " -

[

The Monitor - Hayes and Flower (1983) call this. the "executlve of the

wrig'ing procees" (p- 209). It establlshes the pomt at which .the

writer moves from one procéss to the other - for instance, when a

writer has planned enough content, to begm to write. The- monitoring

 process 1s dlfferent from one ,wrlter to another and varies dependmg

on the task Some writers spend’a good deal of time mentally plannmg

‘ their ccmposxtlons and others can. begm to. write almost mmedlatelyw\

The task can: also vary from somethmg falrly stralght forward such as a
mermo that oogfld be wrltten quite quickly w1th llttle plannlng to a.

detalled doeument that oould take many weeks of planm.ng pefore the

-wrlter,attempts any acutal wnltlng.- The writing model dlagramnmg

“ these processes follows:.
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“THE WRI'I'ERS LONG-
TERY MEMORY
Knowledge of Topic
1 Auaience“ahd

' Writing Plans,.

'From Hayes and Flower (1981) p. 370

e
PROBLEM © . | |
, PRODUCED.
Topic . -
‘)' Audience . .SO.FAR - |-
Exigency © - ; ' - _‘

- 'A Cognitive Process Model

AN

‘

[ .(

PLANNING TRANSLATING REVIEWING
| g ' EVALUATING
£ ORGANIZING . EDITING
%

. SETTING N
MONITOR
OR .
n Figure I
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 Flower and Hayes (1978) have suggested' that this model can hélp the

writing teacher to plot- the difficulties exper_.ienced,by weak writets

-

“in terms qf thelr procedures rather than thex:r errors (Myers 1983,

B

,vp 26) . ’

g%'

-

A Behav10ural Theory -

e

Behavmurlsts attempt to focus'on what 1t is that a persm

"actually does when he or she ccmposes Myers (1983) descrlbes )

behavmurlstlc theorles under two categorles

Flrst, there are theorlsts led by Skumer, who descrlbed wrltlng

Aas strlctly a learned behav10ur based on sequences of stimulus-

response-relnforcement“ (Myers 1983 p. 4) - Kaplan (1985') explaJ.ns that -

Sklnner s point of view is that "J.anguage is a set @f habits, that.

chlldren learn language by Jmltatlng the behaviour of adults'an_“d that
chlldren learn "right" language because they were rewarded: for "right" -
behavmur and punished for "wrong behavmur (p-2)

\ Conversely, the second general pornt"' of view vbs\mpuluized by

Noam Chomsky " He contends that all hunans’ are born_with a natural

'capablllty for the acqulmtlon of oral and wrltten language and that

exposure to lahguage in the env1rornnent is "suff1c1ent to trlgger that

“

.predlsposn:lon (Kaplan 1985, p-3). Ehug (1981) suhmarlzes Chc@\‘
. o f .

outlook b SRR T s :

As humans'we seem to have a génetic' predisposition to write as
well as to speak, and, if we meet an‘enabling environment, one

that possesses certain characterlst.lcs and presents us- w1th '
. 4 :

. { »

"\

v
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- © . certain opportumtles, we w111 learn. - ((.hadsky 1972, p.:
22) . St e

LS - \

Chamsky attacked Skinner's proposals stating that the reinforcement of

learned bdﬁvibu;s could_ not possibly account for all oral and written

language development. \

, .
13 ’ v

Chansky then went on to develop a granmatlcal model for wrlt_mg

' and oral language which, he admitted may not be useful for thelr, ‘

¥, ' . . ..

.~ teachings:

)
'I..mgulstlcs is .a pure science-which deals w1th the
study of language. When the lmgu15t is studying .
a particular language, or when he is preparing a N

- model for the study of languaye or- for the ‘ “
N evaluation of grammars, as. Chamsky would have it, _
. ' he is qulte frankly not concerned with the . .

problem of whether or not his study has ‘any . Lo
J practical alpplicat}ions., (Ney 1975, p. 41)

n .
’ n - -, A

Based on_his theories however, 'a method called sentence combihing was .
. . I . - ‘
//? _ developed as a "way of giving grammar a functional role in writing"

/4

-

(Meyer 1983, p. 9). The premise of this ’met'hodkis that beginning

students should ot be a551gned a full oartpdsltlon as it is too camplex

A

to address at first. Instead students begm with lessons in whic¢h they

o

pfactise developing sentences. The sentence oombinlng method is rooted

. . X .
in Chomsky's theory that structurdal grammar -does not 'recognize

distinctions between sentences such as "John is easy to please' ahd

> PAEEN -

"John is, eager to please", and yet makes dlst:mctlons between sentences

o

-

- such as ‘“He took off his hat" and "He took "his hat off"
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(Jﬁbwler 1971, plla Chomsky oontends‘ that structural grann\arians

- would find the first two sentences identical and the last two dif‘férent

based on the arrangermt of the words.” The order of the words hmzever,

e

only accounts for what he terms the “surface s_tructure"' of the

sentence. He suggests that a grammatical analysis is more meaningful

if one alsoloocks at the "deep structure" or the meaning contained in -

»

the sentence.’' - , o

; - -
AN - ) 3 e

A Social.Context Theory

. o R >

James Britton (1975) and his colleagues conducted an ambitious
study in whlch they observed students and oollected 2,122 samples of
(

writing .'from ‘them. The five hundred students mvolved in the study‘

between the ages of eleven and eighteen. 'I‘he sample was drawn
ES w4

fron 51xty flve\secondary schools. Brltton et al attempted to descrlbe'

ting from a social standpomt, accordmg to the roles of the writer,

-~
Iy

lS or her purpose (or the functlon of the wrltlng) and the audlence o
/be addressed Their purpose was to arrive at a developrental mwdel _
‘that modrporated all of these roles and defmed the processes lncluded

m wrltten expresmon

Iy

L~
e In descrlbmg the functloﬂ's of writing, the prefmse of thelr
theory is “that there is a close link between speech and writing,
Brltton et al felt that the wrltlng of - young ch.lldren locked very much

. llke wrltten down speech" (p. ll) whlch they descrlbe as ﬁresswe

-

wrltlng This type of wrltlng 1s descrlbed as "language close to self,

reveallng the speaker, verballzmg hlS consc:.ousness. displaying his

4 .
i e
~ * h v
: ¥



close relationship with the reader:. (Cooper and Matsuhashi 1983,
14). Expressive wrlt.mg ié . generally ‘.undetvailed and informal.’ R
E:xeﬁnples of this type of writirig are notes or personal ‘letters to
friends, entries made in a dl&xy or journal, notes jotted down in the
planning of a writing task (th.ch often only the writer can understand)
.etc.' 'The authors contend that the express:.ve mode is central and
rltlcal to all other kinds of wrltmg, and that talking because of its
relatlonshlp to the expressive mode 1s a nécessary: part of the wrlt.lng
process. t N '

Fro'rﬁ expressi\'/e_i.vr'{ting, a student then begms to develop skills

in other forms ‘of writing, namely t:ansactional and poetic. ,"I’Iheir

. T = . y L
diagram outlining and explaining the forms of writing and their
. ’ " ¥ .

relatiocnship is provided below:

Mature - = ©  TRANSACTIOHAL~---~m—=---=EXPRESSIVE POETIC

‘Writer 3
P » . .
Learner -~ o . EXPRESSIVE - : N

Figure 1I
“The Expressive As A Matrix for Develogneh‘t of Other Forms of Writing”
. P ] ‘ . o N v ——
(Fram Britton, Burgess, Martin, Mcleod, Rosen, 1975, p. 83)

~.
Y

. . -~ .
Transactlonal wrltlng is the writing "for getting things done" (Beard

1984, p. 5) and "it is concerned with an end outside itself". (Cooper
and Matsuhashi 1983, p. .14). ‘There are two main subcategories within

A}
By



transactional writing:
. Conative - its purpose is either "regulative" - to eqm{nnicate orders

or mstx:‘udtiﬂhs it is’ presumed that' the instructions w1ll be fo;Llowed)

Ny

.\and "persglaswe" - lt is an endeavour to conv,mce or notn.vate (smce
obedience cannot’ be taken for granted) and secondly: ‘

Informa éve - which as 1ts title suggests is to convey knowledge ’Ihe
informative subcategory hae seven subgro.upings mc]ﬂ..ndmg, to record,
report,. narrate or describe; .analogicv (émeralimtions loosely

;‘elated), dnalogic—tautologic (conjecture) and tautologic ("hypothesee
) .
and deductions’ from them") Cooper and Matsuhashi 1983 p- 14).
A
. -The EE c mode "uses language as an art mediun (,Britton et al 1975,
.

~ p. 90) and is produced fgr. its own benefit It is a structured .

expressmn of the writers conscmusness and beliefs. Poetic writing lS

8

_more formal than expressive writing. Examples of this type of writ.mg -
S + . B * . - <

are the lyrics of songs, poems, stories, plays,_ etc. 7 - -
G o

» .

‘One - of the major ‘distincti*ons ~made between poetic and

. - . . . i ,(»‘ ,
tra?isactional writing is the role of the- reader. In transdctional

writing the reader is described as ‘a "participant”, as the writer

"shifts his focus towards the listener or his topic When the writerr _

changes his or her focus to "the message or the exact "words and their

s

relationships" the reader becomes a "spectator": (Beard 1984, p.~,54)H '

N

Britton et al devote a considerable amount of attention to the
° y

‘writer's audience. ‘They feel that it is extremely important for a

<

writer to learn to adapt his or her content and style ‘to the particular
: \

' audlence to be addresseed They specify the followmg ~aud1ence
. ’ . ‘ ) .

{



“categories":

K

N\ Self -

, Trusted "adult

—-\—--general

particular, professional context (including other

Teacher

contexts of shared- interest/expertise)
examiner . , B

Wider known audience (é.g. peer group)

<

|, Unknown audierice
Figure 11I

The Writer's Audience (Britton, 1975

v(From: Roger<8e“ard 1984, p. 55)

The actual processes involved in any vq‘iting are described by the

authors as conception, ingubation th - ©f which are a prewriting
. 3

stage) and production or writing. : -

1.

’ o L ,
Conception - As Britton et al (1973) note, “writing is a

‘deliberate act; one has to make up ones mind to do it" (p. 22).
In coriception,  the writer decides to write based on any number /of

motivators. He or she can simply be motivated to write ffor

. - ! . :
personal reasons, But more often the "motivation" for a student is
2 - 4

in the fo(rm of an a551gn'ment~; These assignments can define the )
: _ /
. ) RS - !

parameters of the writing task, the topic etc. or they can be

". fairly open ended, asking the student to select a topic of his or

N
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her ;:r\;)'ice. Regardiess ‘of the specificity of the assigrnment the
student draws on previous experiences, accumulated knowledge
y (memory) and his or her pefsonal thoughts or opinions in airiving
at conc'eption’m“évﬁ is the.way a writer defines or interprets to
himself what it is that he or she must do. - (Britton et al 1975,
p. 23)._ | '

In;:ubation - is the planning"of the writing to be produced. The
planning process is unique to each individual as it depends on his
"pr her baci(grouﬂd knowledge, and beliefs about planning (systeng
that the wr'iter”is‘ canfortable with). This is the stage at which
the, authors encourage teache;s to allow studerits plent§ of tlme to
think of ideas and plefity of opportunity to talk about tl':éir
La:aas, $o they can learn to organize and test their theories or
ideas.

Production- the authors note. that this is the most. difficult
pro;ess‘to study. They do‘not have a struct':ured deécrip£ioh of
this process but makeA a number of'statapents 'about it based on
the}r ‘observations of sﬁudents, their conversations with writers
and t.heir. study of writing samples. Duriné production -they have
noted the following: !Jritincj' is not an uninterrupted process. It
oonsis;,s of ;nany- stops ard stafft:s, and frequently there is more
time spent thlnkn’rg than .v;riting. Writers constantly glance over
what they have ;(ri_tte'n. It appeared to the authofs that thls

scanning was done for two major purposes - "to keep dverall

control of what his is doing, as well as “to maké oo'rrectlons and

- " E . . [
: ~

\ - RN

J+
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improvements” (p. 32 - 35). The authors also note that during

the actual writing of a comgosition it 1s not helpful, in fact 1t

is distracting for the writer to be interupted by sdneone who may
even be sincerely. attempting to make suggestions Or provide

assistance. : ’ L , . e

C. Writing and Its Relationship to Qral Langiage and Reading
It is-im‘porwnt to det,érmine how stlheiltg most naturally de;veiop
»  writing campetency in order to plan effa:give teaching ahd assessment
programs. 'Ihé'refore. undefsthnd’mg the contr‘xbutj.o'n of 6rlaal 1anguage

and reading to the acquisition of writing.skills 1is essential. Martin o

[

(1966) states that: \ \\

The problem facing the English teacher is that
of first distingushing clearly between the
spoken and written (reading and writing) forms
of the language and of applying standards . y
appropriate to theserdifferent uses, -and then of”
applying standards dppropriate to the different .
levels of attairment of different children. The
difficulty is that there are no norms other than o N
_those built up by experience in teacher's minds.
. We have very little precise knowledge as to what
linguistic features characterize stages of progress in
. language and in what order these are learned (p.66).

N .
N
]

Again, there are a “number of Opmidns about the relfatl'onship
between the writing and the other camponents of language. Some feel ..
that writing is closely linked with oral language and,or reading. They -

see writing as a final stage in the heirarchy of language development,

“
.

o"



and squeat'tlmt writing instruction should only be attempted after a
child 'is skillful at speaking and reading. -Aéditionally, they would

presume that problans in otai language or reading would prevent the

acquisition of written language. Others, while’ acknowledging the ~

mtereiéti&lél)igos between 1ang'uage flbctidns ' feel that there are
certain éeat_( es that are distinctive only ‘to written language Same
" of these méouziéts suggest that writin;; “can pe learmed in conjunction
yxth or evén in- spite oOf various impaired links" (Bain ‘13.'/79).

A

A -
i > * . ,

\

-
-

| THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORAL LANGUAGE AND WRITTEN LANGUAGE

\

~Hirsch, 1n 1977 wrote that* the Bloomfield .opin.ion that "writing is ’

" not a language, but ,xilerely a way of recording language by méans of

visible marks" (p. 33) was still a daminant ‘opinion ampng

\

pmfessionéls. He dismissed\this, notidn as too si}rplistic and wrote
that 'jwriting .1s a form -of speech having -its own special requirements"
(p-. 18). He goes on to state‘ tr_xa_t:

- r

The chief distinction between oral and written speech,

when the two are considered from a. functional point

of view is the absence, in writing, of a definite
situational context. Oral speech normally takes place

:in an actual situation that provides abundant ron- .
linguistic clues to the speakers intended meaning.

Written speech by contrast, must normally secure its
meaning in same future* time, in varied and unpredict-

able situations and for the understanding of a varied

and unpredictable audience (p. 21). . ‘

A e “ so-
L
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Backlund et a;l (1980) dlSO dlSCUSSQb t.he dlfferen(:es between orul

carmumcatxon and wrltlng , "suggests that wlu.le there is a .

relatlonshlp petween them they alsq have fedtures that are Lnde;mdenhl. -
' M * -

of the -other, charac}é/rlzed by "t.uue, meduxn dﬂd rzﬂatlonshlp (p. 624).."‘

Tlme - Oral*anguajé is ummedlate, that is me speaker must express ms - ,
vy or her Ldeas dxrectly to the llstener There - ].S a thher mcldence Qf

granmaucal errors in oral language ‘due to the lmuted amount of tl_sneka

. the speaker has to select the .wording in the presengatlon. Qn the

\ -

other hand, the writer has more time ;to\ revise .and edit his ar her :
cammunication before. it reaches the'audience.”, ""The response to the

writer is not immediate and it does not require the give and take of

oral communication” (p. 624). B .
Medium - ’l‘here are very dlfferent skills necessary for cormumcatlon m'
oral and writtén language. ertlng employs the use of wrltten byml,ols

while a speaker i'elie_s' on sound and ron-verbal 4 symbols. - Backlund
(1960)  suggests "t‘.herefbfe, that there are "qui te different

neurophysical mechanisms mvolved in producmg messages (p 625). The

swriter must have ablllty in mechanlcs and handwriting to produce a

..

message that ,Ls understandable. If he or she wxshes to place emphasis

on a point to the!reader then he or she must Jely on methods such as

punctuation, underlining or letter size to convey this. The speaker

can "camunicate his or her particular feelings about samething in a
number of ways including "voice quality, intopation, stress, junctive

.

and bodily actions" (p. 625).
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‘Relationship - Oral language cammunication involves a speaker directly
' : . [N ’ )
‘.a’ddr,essi'ng the listener. ‘'The speaker's style of language is unique,

. more oonc.rete,' more -peérsonal and rore cognisant of time, place and

‘. L}

occasl.on.' Vocabuiaiy tends o be simpler, and the density of ideas is
'gre'ater (p -625). r;‘he language used by the speaker then, differs fram,
that of - the writer.in terms of the amount of abstractlon, difficulty of

.cdmprehension, and psychogramnaticaL features.

Phelpé—Gmm -and "Phelps-Teraski - (1982). agree‘ that people do not
Write in the same way that‘ they speak. In fact they feel that oral

langua\ge'does not even act as "a guide for written language" (p. 18):

Not-only 1s writing not aided by oral dictation,
it also has a dlfferent base in linguistic and
. structural elaboration. Elaboration refers to the !
complexity of sentence structure, verb choice and
~ diction. By the middle grades, children's writing:
is more fluent and complex and of higher syntaetlcal
quality than their oral language (Bavery 1968;
McLean '1964; Martellock, ,1972; Lemon and Buswell : .
1943) wrltmg process is more under control
{ since the writer can fashion and refashion \ :
a sentence to suit the intent. (p. 19).

in looking at the "diff'erences between oral language, and writing a
number of authors have noted 1nd1v1duals who appear to have well
developed writing skllls and yet are poor - speakers and those who are
excellent speakers who appear unable to express themselves in writing.

.

As an over-simplification, children who have
learned to talk should be able to write, once
they recognize the symbols. We know that this.. Lq}

{
i
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propositicn is not always correct. Some

excellent speakers have been otherwise illiterate

- some very fing writers seem to have great }
difficulty in oral communication (and some have been
unable to talk at all) gp. 50). . ‘

In fact, Vygotsky (1962) notes that sometimes there is a difference
of up to eight years between the. "linguistic age" of a persons speaking’
as compared to ‘_nié or her writing. He sees wr’itltehv-langxiage as a

‘ "'Separatq »Lipgt;isﬂti'c function, that differs fram oral l\ahguage in both

strucj:uite and m&ie of- fun’ct‘ibhiﬁg" .(p. 98) He also pomts ou t it
. i.s necessary. ;m ieai:ﬁing to Qrite for a child to "disengagé
from the séﬁs;)fy_aspect 6ff -ofai lanc’guage}u?nd feplace wofds w:rth images
of vpr.d‘s'r (Marcﬁs‘ 'l97"«7,r < '1A44).ﬂ Halpem (1984) 'agreesv with this
bbserQation. In studying taped tlfanscigipt‘s that had been wrif;ten' and
edited ‘fof“.‘pﬁlslishinc_v; ,)by«two ".e‘xperienéd editors" he <foun<.i that: |

LS In converting the speech on the tapes to writing
in‘the text, the editors been addressing many
of. the problems I cbserved 1 the ‘writing of my

' college students. This coincidence suggested,
first. that my students.-werg unconsciously
transferring their knowledge of the spoken code to
‘written. and, second, that they were unaware that the

processes, requirements, and nventions of writing,
differ substantially Jﬁrom those of speaking (p-345)

'

5 t :

Backlund et al (1980 'c_autions professionals to look carefully at

the interelatignships between the various language COmpOnents.  He

feels thai; it may be "tempting -to assume that ski]‘.vls learned through
one mode of communication, e:g. Writing, .can be transferred easily to
another mode e.g. speaking (p 624). " He suggests that. these assumptions -
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néy carry over to assessment of languaée ski‘lls,'m which it oould be
presumed that an instrument fog testing one- language area may also be
suitable for [laredict.ing‘ ccmpentency in anotherlz "a reading/writing
‘ test may assess and be valid feg reading/w‘ritir“zg. campetencies, but to
- make a ju:lgenent of speak_ihg/listening cai‘rpeten_cies from the same test
‘would be highly inferential. Barenbaum (1983) also acknowledges the
realtionships ‘that exist'l)etween loraly languaée and ‘wri.ting‘but suggests
that “one must caution teacherjs .'ugh} that increasing the number and
variety of oral lar)guage “‘ iences children .haVe, will not
_ necessarily iherea:se suecess in written oqrpositién“ '(p- 14).

The above position would be challenged accordirlg to Barenbaun
‘(1983)_ by rédsearchers such as Moffett .(1973’), .Heffernwan (1967) and
.Groff (1978) who eqpterid that the aquisition of both reading and
' ;rritincj skills are dependent.cn a‘childs oral language devel’o;ment (p.
_13)7 Dyson (1981) in descrlbmg oral language as the rootmg sys(tem
fox; leammg o wrlte encourages beginning wrlters to wrlte ,down their
talk". She states that "a good begmnlng would be to recognise ‘the two
tools of early wrltmg the penCJ.l and the voice: (p. 784).- ‘Barbara ~
Cordoru (1978) calls -wri.tmg "a form of verbal pehavior” (p . 3) and
- feels ‘that the mtroductlon of wr\%tlng at too” early a stage for a Chlld‘
can be damagmgl. 'in some cases, students may have been taught wrlt_l_ng :
skills ;beforé they were develognentally ready ’fo’lr them, thus
dmunlshmg their future ablllty to learn those skills" '(;; | l).» ”

All research and theories rev1ewed suggest hcmever, that there l.S

g
some degree of 'relationship between reading and writing but as



: on":s{:eadj_ng or the converse. Brjénﬁ -and Bradley‘(1983)note that:

pareribaum (1983) notes in quoting Reid and Hrensko (1980) the' real

questidn is “"whether 'written language and readirig are parasitic upon’

, spokexi lénguage, that' is ,‘ whether writing is really only silent speech

and reading is' visual listening” (p. 14). 'f N

’,

| THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN READING AND WRITING

N /
X /

There is o a, limited amount of literature addressing the ‘
relationship ‘between reading and writing. (Applébee 1977; Chew- and
3 . : . . - \ ] =

N Lkl

By

‘Schlawin 1983) ", Stotsky (1983) states that:

3

. Inasmuch as reading .and writing aire both langtage .
_ processes, one can assunerelationships between :
them. However, the-exact nature of these o .
" relationships, -as well as’the ‘influence of . - . X
specific ‘téaching methods and curricular . - . -

activities upon. their development has' not yet been
h determined. . .Reasons for thé relative paucity of

° " research on the interrelation of the twod major

" camponents of literacy-must remain speculative...

. reading has’ usually been related to listening and

writing to speaking rather than one.to another..

. What ever: the reasons, the result is that we know
far too little about’ the: relationships between
Peading and writimg. (p. 627) e :

o

A greét deal of .focus has beén placed on tEhe‘ process "of peéding

\. . but there 'has -begn'little examining. the\e'ff.ect of w;it_l}ng ‘in_sirﬁbtién

~
.

40 . . psychologists ‘have spent a great deal more time .
' _on.children's reading than on their writing, and
. their-comparative neglect of the children's '
written input is probably due to a widespread

>
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( . o Ct . . N, .
_assumption that children draw on much the same
" processes to read and to write. (p. 163}
IS . - fe .
- . N » ' ' 1] ! - 5

" - +

Another reason that may account for the lack of focus between the tm

~
7

pnocesses_, was the prevalent oplnlon that readmg develognentally

preceeded wrltlng m the language hlerarchy. ) Oonsequently, rt ‘was

AY

necessary to. have well developed readmg skllls before ‘writing was-

~

\

e,

P
gf
Bt RN

taught This contention is now belng challenged and thedrists - and
- 1,,‘.'
researchers are presentlng ev1dence suggest.mg that readmg and’ wrlﬁlmw

S

are two dlStlnCt processes that can and should be taught in- oon]unct;on

-

with each other. ’ . s ,

Wlttroc':k (1983) states that "reading and writing differ sh:arpiy
from each other in the thought .processes and human beh;;wlouﬂ‘L they

represent”" (p. 600). “He feels however, that the readlng cqrp,rehen51on
process is"\often » over ,,'simplified . when '-1‘t‘ is compared to the

cqnplex1t1es invoived in. 'writing. ‘, He sugges'ts that reading

ccmprehenslon is equally as canplex as writing and draws parallels-

between tm based on - thls premlse. He describes writing as the

S

"process of putting meam.ng on written  pages, while reading is the
process of getting meaning ’frcm written pages" (p. 600). He stages :

IS d (

that inr order to understand what is being read, 3@ reader links sections

of the text to each othe.r and also draws on hls or her manozy and

‘ aqulred knowledge base. For writers to’ clearly express’ thelr ldeas.

*y

v Iz

they;must "generate meanlng by relatlng our (the audrence‘s) kmwledge

and experlence to the text" (p. 601 Writing also calls for the

. - -~
~ .
o , 1
~

- M .

£
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ongoing linking of words to sentences which are then developéd into
) : . s
paragraphs. In these ways, Wittrock contends that reading

camprehension and writihg are similar and equally as. difficult to learn

and to teach. B

Klose (1983) takes these comparisons between the two one step.
further and suggests that reading and writing have a connection that is

both "intricate and significant", and that the implications of this

\ .

relationship are that "interrelated mstrubqbn throughout the stages.'

.'of:\"'e.acb process, followed by meaningful “practice, will lead to
‘competence in both strands" (p. '18);( ‘Several researchers agree wtih

this observation; Dagenais and Beadle (JH54) review the work of ' Dohald
Graves {«&104 suggests that ',-f~'children are mt"ivatedn to beglln writincj at an
early agé" \(p. ©0).. lHe also contends that "tlﬁe e'\‘/algation and revisiorr
of bne's’ own writing is one of the bigher forms of r;aad\ing"‘ ‘and ‘l.:hat

"writing fhay also build reading skills since it is an active process"
. (p. 61). o o

Lickteig *(1981) notes that Durkin (1966) agrees with *‘"Grave:é and

states that "there  is Sdner.hing "natural" about’ writ'ing-; most  young
children ‘“write! and ’nanifesi‘. interest in writing ‘before .they
demoristrate ,inte;est in reading" (p. 47). Poplin (1983) \_gé'tates that: -

S

7
-

[y

Wle know now that listening, speaking, reading and
writing to a- large degree develop simultaneocusly
rather than sequentially. Certainly, these various
language-abilities reinforce one anothter as they
-~ emerge. Not only does this new information change
the definition of early writing and .the assumptions

1

' v , o B
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about the emergence of developmental writing abilities, .
but’it can also affect our~ assessment practices.- (p. 65)

\‘,\\ { .
: b ’ a

She notes that the follcwmg authors have questioned the’ developnental
helrarchy that s.uggests that wn;Ltlng skill acqu151t10n only occurs

after the developnnt pf' oral language and reading skills JHlldreth,

1936; Ames apd Ilg, 1951;ChamsKy, .1970; Britton, 1970; Downing, 1972;

. Read, 1973, 1975, 1980; Clay, 1975; King aid Rentel, 1979; Bissex,,

Y . ) ) ' " . '
1980; Deford, 1980" (p. 64). Dobsen (1983) discusses the work of
Chamsky (1971) *and Clay (1975)" who, studied the relationships between )
beginning reading and writing.'* They found "that initially, some

» -

chlldren learn to write nore ea511y than they learn to read. Dobsen

'reports that her research results have indicated that ,‘"learning to

write can facilitate learfiing to ﬁead" (p. 2).

! N

'Do date, research on children's language develarient and the

relatlonshlp between oral ‘language, ~ reading and writing has only .

‘mvestlgated a small portlon of a vast and camplex area. Continued

mvestlgatlon 1s ~warranted however, if edicators are td develop

/

programs and materlals that are based on a clear understandmg of the

factors that lead to the improvement of chlLdren‘ s ‘languagé aemevenent

_(Ruddell, 1966)..

s

RESEARCH EXAMINING WRITING 'S RELATIONSHIP TO ORAL I.ANGJAbE AND READING

g

Baden (198I) conducted a study that comgared the written

N
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camposition. scores of 8l chlldren in the thlrd grade to reading skills
and pﬂe—kmdergarten verbal abllltles 'I'he test instruments u.sed for

readmg and wrltmg assessment were the WOOdcock Readmg Mastery Tests

and the Test of Written I_anguage (TOWL). He found that:

A significant relationship (p .001) existed between the camposite

skills of :.ze,adlngand writing, and a significant relationship“jl(‘p .05)
existed bet;een pre-kindergarten verbal ability and third grade writing
performancé. He concludes that the findings in hls study support the
notion that "_language arts skills are interrelated and reciproca'l,
‘ giving support to the .theory underl'ying methods whlch canbine reading
axd wrltlng, such as the language experience approach" (p. lSl7—A)
| Applebee‘ (1977) looked at the- relatlonshly between readmg and
wrltlng and c1tes the followmg studies:

Loban (CS§ 202 933) oonducted a thlrteen year longltudmal study of

o

the language deyelopnent of 211 Callform.a children and found strong

i

positive correlations among speech, readmg, wrltmg, "and llstenmgv

skills. Loban noted that children with supenor .oral language Skllls

in klndergarteh and grade one "are the very ones who excell in readmg

and ertlng by the time they are in grade six"

. .I.azdowskl (Cs 002 906) studied 338 wrltmg sampLeS from hlgh'

school and college students w1th readmg levels rangmg from grade four

to fourteeni, he constructed a f.ormula w predlct readmg level frcm

-

such features of ‘the student s wrltmg as mean sentence. length

-
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sy’llables per thought unit, and polyayllablc words per sentence For'

hlS sample of students, the fomula baded on featur‘es «of thejir writing

» om

vpﬁedlcted readmg achievement to withdn  dne grade level ‘with a

x;el:.ablhty of .88. ) o W d

* i

As Applebee notes these studles show a close relatlonshlp between

reading and wrlt;mg but asks "to what extent dd these relatlonshlps N

\

J.mply that there is a "wnte way to reaqu 'or_;a "readmg way to-

.'wrl“'clng" (p.+ 55). L ) . T,

. erght and Reich (1972) conducted a study, for the Toronto Board of

E‘ducatlon in whlch canpos:utlon scores from the writing. samples of 526
V”Felghth grade students were compared to the vocabulary and cmpréhensmn .

"gections of the Gates-MacGinitie' Reading Test. The, correlations

’

. »between the tanposxtlon soores and both subtests were .46. The authorsh‘

point out that ‘this is a nodest rélationship and that readmg and

wrltlng are ‘to sane X extent separat,e abilities. _'I‘hey cautlon
.

}professwnals not to make hasty generalizations from one to the other.
Liggett . (1984) prepared an excellent annotated blbllography of the

research and llterature pertammg to the ~relatlonshlp between spea)ung

- -

“and wrltmg - She, c1tes the follow1ng research:

Blass, Thcxnas, and Sleg (1975) cqnducted a study examining. "how
tpe mode of cqrmunlcatlon (speakmg, dlctatmg, or wrltlng) and the

- 5
topic (personal og mpersonal) mfluences reSponses of elghteen

- A al
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students during an mterview" (p. 335). The authors found a nurber of
dlstlnctlons between the various mode$s and concluded that syeakmg,
\dlctatlng and wr;tlng were all unique forms of language.

Harris, and ‘McDonnell (19.77) examinedl the orai and written

syntactlc abllltles of 100 chlldren at the grade two ‘level. - The

»

L
_ purpose of. the study was to estath’h whether the acqulsltlon of oral

and written syntax occurs in the same -manner . They found that there
was a "'nonparallel attainment of syntactic oanpetences, J_rnplymg that -

thldrm my acguire syntax as a dialect different from their spoken

one" (p. 338).

’ ‘

r - :
Cayer and Sacks (1979) examined the T-Unit length and the symtax
in oral and written samples~ from eight “madult basie swriters". They

found that although their writing was "syntactically more complex" than

L]

their oral language there were a number of smulantles including:

&

(a) both relled on predlctates more than subjects to transmlt meaning

N - ~

(p,«. 335) * - o .
(b) both forms made use of "surface phrases such- as V"y0u know", that
"add llttle meanmg to the wrltten text" (p. 335)% ST &
. The - authors conclude that b&Slé writers tend to draw on their
knowledge of oral language t.o produce thelr writing.
" Koeller (1984) cites a study ' conducted by ollila, Mayfiela and
williams (1982) in whlch the - wrlt;mg skills of- 51x year Olds Porﬁ

- /

England’,vh Canada and tHe Unkted States were measureq. It was found that .

* ]

bl .

N
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tﬁe British children who had been taught- usihg a.“language‘experience
approach" produced significantly more writing, with greate'r' "syntactic
maturity" than their American counterparts. Koellier coricludes - that the

"use of a languageé exinerience approach, which focuses on writing taught
in conjunction with reading with young children "provided an"in'{:etus
for reading not possible by reédipg irxst‘frucrion alone" (Koe}ler guoting
Ollila ét al p. 33L). - ' - -

Stotsky (1983) provided a d:mprehens’ive overview of studies
exémihi‘n’g "the rélationship between reading and writing. éhe “cites
correlational studies in which ocm;;arisons were made between reading

- .

and yri'ting ability; reading experiencé and writing ability; and

readmg abilit); and syntactic paturity ‘in writing. She also includes

* studies examining the effects of writing on readjpé and conversely,
the effects of reading on writing. .

In. summarizing these various areas of research Stotsky makes the .
following conclusions: |

u‘"
0

The majority of correlatlonal studies indicated that "better writers

tehd to be better reade% better writers tend to read more than poorer

wrlters, and that better readers tend to produce more syntactlcally

. mature wrltmg than poorer readers” (p.- 636). Addltlonally, there was
| no SLgnlfJ\cant growth in reading skllls reported when reading ablllty
was measured following general wrltlrrg instruction and’ writing
exercises.‘ ' Studies that exarrlined the use qof writing. prdgrams or
wriring tasks for the development of reading camprehension rski‘-llé or

for "reterition of information 1in instructional material® (p. "636)
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reported "significant galns". In research that examuned growth made

by wrlters when Ieading expenences were introeuced mbtead of’ grarmar

- Al

éxeruses or extra practice in writing it Jas found that the reading
experiences pdeUCed equal or better growth in writing than the‘other
methods. FinallY, no significant results were reported in studles that

',n‘easuréd growth 1n writing following reading Lnstruction.

-
-t

D.' Methods for ASseeament of Written Language -

“

»

There are CWO main types Of WFitlng assessmernts; "mdxrect” and
¥ w
"direct". The mdlren_t stethod 1s through Use of objet.uve tests. ~ They

are generalky of a mltlple Lhoxge or mterlmear format, and utten Jo

\ x
not call, for any t)/pe of a sample of a btudent $ Writing. Breland

(1983) describes an indirect assessment as ap “estimate of probable
. skill in writing npade through observations of;specific kinds of
knowledge in writing.* (p. 2): Skills such as grammar, punctuation,

sentence structure and spelling are measured on an” indirect
assessment.

A direct assesSment requires an actual writing sample or ‘samples:

from the exammee The samples are tk%n read and scored by One or aore

-

raters who are trained iIn making Juigements about skill in wrlqnq

P 2

+

They are used 1in an attempt to measure skuls such 4§ organization,

’ A . - : .
content, developent and unity. -y

Ve - . s



L+ INDIRECT ASSESSMENT OF WRITING SKILLS 1

/ 'There are relatively few objective tests for measurement of
: B \

written. language skills at' an "elementary ard juhior high level, as

canpared to hlgh school “and mllege levels. ' Scme of the: more ,widely

used tests for assessment of elementary and junior high students are: _

1.

, Sequential Tests of bducatlonal Proiess (STEP) - Educational

" Testing Serv1ce 1972 N

Ty
koY “ . .
The STEP contains a camplete battery of tests covering most
4 ' ) ’ :
oore academic areas. It is designed to test at grade levels four

through fourteen.' ' The 'objectlve tests. for measuring language
skills are ; :
+

English Expression - This is divided into two subtests: _ . .

- - h 3

(i) Correctriess of Expression - this subtest is made up of forty

. I - . i 1
items and it tests grammatic knowledge ,such -as useage,
‘ A ‘ ) : .

sentence structure, word choicé, etc. The student is asked to

. “ -~

real sentences containing underlinéd sections and he ar she

must decide if the section is grammatically correct dr not.

¢

(ii) Effectiveness of Expression - in this twenty item subtest,
the student is’asked to read four options and choose the one

that "best states all or part of a sentence." (Phelps-Gunn

and Phelps—-Teraski 1982, p-247)

Mechanids of Writing Test ~ This also contains two parts. One 1s

a.spelling test (45 ltems) in which the student reads a list of,

r,hree words and detemunes\hﬁy\of\ﬂ\e words are misspelled..

R - /
The‘secpm subtest is made’ up of forty five items, that test for
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knowledge of capitalization and punctuation. Again, the student

reads a sentence containing an underlined section and decides
. p ’ .

. whether or not there are any errors.

-
Wy
* b
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The STEP Writing Test - This test evaluates five general

areas: Organization, Conventions, (ritical Thinking, Effectiveness

and Appropriateness. ‘There are a total of 120 multiple choice

3 " . 4 . . ‘ . . ey
items 1included in this test. The student is asked to read a

-

nutper of sentences and select a single séntence that best answers

.questions” sich as: "Which sentence should come first?" or "which

»

of these would ,be the best version of sentence %2 (Braddock 1976,
p. 125). Phelps-Gunn and Phelps-Teraski (1982) mote that the
authors of the STEP have reported high correlation coefficients

using the Kuder-Richardson 20 test af internal consistency. They

also report that "valid‘ity\ measures are, adequate, although content

N
- ~

validity is not well ‘explained in terms of the .item selection

process." (p 248). Braddock considers the STEP Writing Test to be
N .

"petter than most" objective writing tests and feels that the

items used in the test are generally grade level appropriate. he

also hotes that most of the items were based on actual writings

‘coklected firam school and éo‘llege\ students, which he feelé is
éuperior to the "use of concocted passages.” (p.120) |

| In ;exam;ning ‘t.he' rli.mita'tions of the STEP ‘Writing Test,
homex?ex;, Brad:\iock (1976) questions its- validity. As with any

- N R
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"objective test in writing it is difficult to ascertain vfnether or!
. & )
“wrltlng lt 15 dlffl(.ult to ascertain whether or not a student 1s ’
,actually a good wrlter, even if he or she attains high scores. or}

’ A !_
the test. He suggests that the test may smply prov1de a measunx ” Hf’

,'of "general scholastic ability" rather than of glvrltlng ablllty'} é U
| .

",Braddock (1976) also points out that there are a number of 1te.l‘s )

answer that "could be reasonably defended”". (p. 120) g

2. " Test of Adolescent Language - Hammill, -Brown, Larsen, Welfaerholt.‘.

1

(1%2) o ‘ a E o

. This test lS designed to measure a student's express:we and

‘

receptive language skills in speaking, reading and wrltlng. There ‘

are two subtests pertammg to written language. ' The ‘s‘cor‘es of . &
&‘ﬁ ¢ "

these two subtests are combined to form a wrltten camposite score:
(1) Writing/Vocabulary - Students are asked to use specific words

¥ AT
in a sentence to illustrate their knowledge of its meaning. #

The authors ’c.hose ’ this ,f)afticul | ormat because 'v'their‘:
research indicated that it was the mcic reliable of three .
methods ,tested. “.They also thought that it pro"vided‘ a better
opportunity’ for a student who had. "same" idea of a‘lwords
meanllng to use it in a 'sen'tenc‘e' ratner than ‘having to arrive
at'a specific definition.

(ii) wfiting/Grann\ar - Students':‘are.a‘sked to c’:ahbine a number of

short sentences -into one sentence that contains all of the



necessary meaning and information. The authors state that
this activity requires that a student be knowledgebale about
“"forming possessives, altering tenses, and embedding and
transforming phrases." (p. 12) o

L)

This ‘test was standardized usmg 2,723 children who ranged in

: ‘age from eleven to eighteen. These students were enrolled in

rural and urban schools across seventeen states in the U.S.A. and

three provinces in Caruda (British Colunbia - 23 students,

Saskatchewan‘ - 25 students and Nova Scotia - 10 students).

]

' Reliability studias described in he manual, _ mdicate coeffiCients

of 80 or abcve for subtest scores and camposite scores using a. R

Coefficient- Alpha - as a statistical -measure for internal

consistency. The authors also report high retest consistency, and’

reliability coefficients of .90 or above ' for interscorer

. -reliability. ~The authors al'so'report good content \{alidi'ty "based

on their‘ item analysis and the choice of types of language tasks"
(Phelps—Guxml’and. Phelps;"I‘eraski, 1982 p.‘ 257). Studies conduoted
by the authors comparing the total score‘g from the TOAL to four
oriterion tests ﬁ§;:ated acc_:eptable é:riterion—related validity.‘
Construct val‘idity fof age.’d'ifferentiation,, group. differentiation,
and relationship to test of intelligence was also proven to be
ade\qua@e. . | 8 o h

Carolyn Compton "91’(’1984) also ‘reviewed the Test of Adolescent

language and. made the following observations regarding its

strengths and weaknesses:
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e
Strengths: ‘ .

As t.;xe authors pomted out m &nzir manual, there,.are a.
limited. number of standardized tests for the édoiescenfc
population. The TOAL therefore, prévided educators with va .
needed addition to the field". (p.193). She finds that the test
manual coritains q:mside.réble data supporting the’ tests validity
and reliability and also notes  the inclusion of “scoring
exercises” in t_he manual which. m ‘her .es;ti:r’aticjn. "demonstrates the
* authors attention to statistical. re'liabivlit.y.. " Finally, Campton
feels that * the TOAL is- .a “comprehepsive and interesting
instrurent'.. She notes that .in her Sp'mion me"wx"_iting/Grarmlar

‘subtest is "quite relevant to written language skills.” (p. 193)

Weaknesses - o /;'

Campton (1984) does not suggest us}rig th:Ls test for groups as
it can .take a long time to édrmmstér and ;xplain same of the
subtests. In her opinion same of the items in the éub‘;.esf.s are in
Campton's op_inim !sanedh_at "contrived to fit the model” outlined

-

by~Han'mill'and larsen in the manual.

Ve P

The usefulness ‘of the vamposite scores as measures of a
2 NN, e L . .
studept 's ““actual abilities and instructional needs" are also-
7 ‘ _ . . .
questioned by Coampton. She notes that more validation .studies

wlll be necessary in order to determine the usefullness of "

LN

-

measures on the TOAL.®
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.diVidgd into two subtests;

o)
Qe

© Canadian Achievement Tests. (CAT -+, McGraw, Hill, Ryerson’ Ltd!

(1981), - | o

’fhese tests-wer:e pased on the California' Achievement Tests,.

" but ed:.ted and rev1sed m an attanpt to rreet Canadlan currlculum

needs " The rev1sed tests were standardlzed usmg students from

blacro/aCanada b C S - o ) .

There are elght levels of the Canadian ,Ac:hieveﬁmt Tests

’

oovermg grades l 6 through 12.9. all of the test is 'm a

multlple choice frOmat ~ The publlshers clalm that the test

batterles are norm—referenced and criterion rcmked" In order to

"prov1de mformatlon about the relatJ,ve ran}\mg of a?x md1v1dual

La ga.xnst a norm group and to "prov1de spec1f1c mformatlon about

1
\ v

the ‘mstruc_tional_ “group": (p. 1). ~ The ,-entire test b‘attery cd&iers

8

readmg .spelling, 'language, mathematics and‘ r.e'fe ' L,llvs.'.
. Raw -scores can be converted mto scale soores, 7 auks,
stenrnes and grade equivalents .l
_’I}’}e Language Section which provides a ’Ibtal Langud
Language Mechahics - The subtest cSntains 25 exercises. Tén.‘
of these, are capltallzatlon exerclses in which the student is

asked to choose. the section in proylded sentences, that

‘4AJ..'

‘requlres a- caplta,l letter ‘The ‘ot.her fifteen "'exercises .

" measure punctuatlon skllls The student must deCJ,de whlch of 4

a selectlon of purx:tuatlon marks has been cmitted from



-

provided sentences.' . &
(il)!Langtlagej Expl'ession "—- ‘The manual - states that 'tl.xis subtest
| “ﬁ\'easures .tl;e 'foll'owing skills: language ueeage, seneeaEe
| seructure and paragraph- otgaplzauon " The publiéhers'( note

that these skills are only ,"related ‘to the effectlve written

expression” (p.3)-. There -thlrty—elght to t.hlrt,y-n.me

~

" items in this test. The language useage, subsection is

camprised of . exercises ~such as selection of a word(s) to

" finally- deciding on

“
§-

t

correctly finish a- sentence; .selection of a verb or  subject .-

in a- sentence; - choosing  complete or incamplete sentences:

-

selecting from a group of sentenqes ‘the one which appears to

- ;

be the most unambiguc‘)\,lg: jSentenee cambining and ordering and

sultable concludmg sen‘oence .~

Purves (1978) in the Elghth Mental Measurenmts _Yearbook

”"(Bhros 1978) critiques the language section of the Ciallfor:rua

~ Achlevaneat Tests (1970 Edltlotﬁ? Those areas of 'his crlthue

whlch appear to be relevant to the Canadlan Achlevanent r,est.s -

Language section are: k All ltens measurmg capltallzatlon and‘

-

-+ panctuation bklllS ask the student to. ﬁmd capltals or punctuatlon

Y

’ ‘marks that are amitted “from a Sentence. Pu.wa belleves that it

would be a more oonprehenswe aSsessrnent lf the s*;udent .aere also

N
"asked "to locate . the errcr and coi’/rect 1t (p .134‘). rb also...

BN

~
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oo - camments on the limitations of the language section as a true

| . . . i

measure of language ability.

PR 4 N

Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) - Ethel M. King (editor

- 1971)

~

\

ThlS test battery was ongmally .based on a set. of | _tests.

»developed by professmnals fram .the Lollege of bducar.lon at the

)

Unlvermty of lowa, ‘entitled t.he Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. »'Ihg

‘three subtests th.at aanbme to form a Total Language ‘Score are:
v , o . O

L8

(1) Spellmg - uependmg an the level the student ccmpletes from

3 .
' " thirty-one t;o forty-seven 1ltems on this subtest The
' sizxiersts are presénted with words and must ,_-jecide 1f ‘they.
e - - are mlsspelled or not

(ii) g‘apitalizatio_n - There are frcm ﬂurty-elght o forty-four

5 l',:_-;ﬁ items. onv this subtest. The students are presented wn_h
. ;-‘:i.,‘L ‘ ' (\ . " ] .
& .. vpassages 1in Wifich they are to indicate the qnumber of the line

which. contains a word that should or should rnot be
ca,-p_icali_ze; . o | ) h
(iii; Punctuatdon —; The majority of punctuation marks ‘used in
' this subtest are perlods, commas,, quebtlon marks and
apostrophes. Again, the btudent reads passages and indicates

the number of t.he line which requires a__ptjrxctuat;m mark.

e
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Mre are thlrty—-elght to forty-four items.

(1v) Useage - Thereare tz}urty-two items in . wmch the student
reads passages and dec1des if there are any "mistakes" .in -
word useage in each of the lmes
Stqndardlzauon of }‘,thls test was based on over 30,000

_ students from ‘across mgligh epeakirxg sectors 'in Canada The’

publisher will also provide data on local norms for across Canada.

’I‘ne test covers grade levels three through nine and\provxdes grade

percentlle ranks and grade equivalents for each subtest and -

c_xmposxte area. ) . : "

AN .
' U .

The 1956 - 1970 vergiqn of the CTBS vas critiqued lby Birch
(1972) in the' Seventh Méntal Measutements ,yearta'ook (Buros 1972).
He feels that this is a well” star}dardized test w1th a good
rl'epitat_im for hlgh validity and reliability due to the fact t-_hat\
it is simply a Canadian-version of the commonly Known Iowa‘ ;Pest of .
Basic Skills in the United States. He }ntes,« rmever,'thaﬁ the
"usée of‘.grade-equivalent,z i.n_steac'i of age norms has evokKed s¢me
criticigm among testers J.nCana " (p. ), Wwho feeJ. ti;\atz\due to

. differences in school organization grade equ1vale'1ts are not as

meariingful. - 'He also cbserves that the contenit in same of the

’..
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tests may test ge’xeralxaed edmauonal :klllb" but  may not be

')fl N

relevant to the content in‘the various curriculums across Canada.

‘

O

- DIRECT ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES . .

. Holxsug Sconng o

: £
] . . . .

In Hollst.lc Soormg a student's wntmg sample 1s rated on 1ts

orverall unpresblon Nam}dy (l%l) debcrlbes 1t a§ ‘being based on |

yue idea ~ that the whole,carposn:lon 4‘i_,s gredter than its

tnnponents, that no- Lxxrponents may be judged apart from the whole
and that all oorponents'bhould e Judged smultdneousl, " p- 6)

‘. There are u‘suéxl,/ ::o or more muependent rdters assxgned o
soore 'eac_h piece of/ wrlt.mg ’I‘hey carmally unc;iergo a t,rau‘x.ulg
program or -a "team" dlscussu)n to’ defme .and record t_ne standards,
for scoring the particular compositions. Often a sanple of the
pape,rs are s.oored and discussed praor to-the actual full scale

- s
scormq 'mey are called anchor papers, or range finders and are

" 'used . to represeht the’ levelb of quallty n the set of papers to be

soored. Raters use. them as guldes for mat(_hlng other wrltmg

samples to them. Sametimes, raters are also .provuied wlth scoring

]

guides or rubrics to use for evaluating papers, The samples are

then assigned « rating such as "high", ‘"average", "low" or a

nunerical rank. . Tiedt (1983} provides an example of . a holistic

LS
\,,@/

scoring guide developed for evaluating personal: narratives of -

students 1n grades five through tweive: . Caor
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‘Holistic Scormg Criteria

Use of this rubric assumes that writing samples will be_, read by at
least two readers and that papers will be read as a whole without
~analysis. Even numbers may be used when papers seem to fall between

) the scores, listed here.

ER

&.ORE (,HARPCTERIS'I‘ICS OF THE WRITING

1 : The writer. lacks understarﬂmg of the tOplC
- a. Little communication with the reader
b. Confused sense. of audience
c. General lack of ooherence or evidence of ‘purpose
- 4. Weak grasp of spelling, punctuatxm and’ syntax

e. No sense of paragraphing oo, ;
3 'I'he writer understands the tOplC and writes relatlvely clearly
~ a. Lacks sirigleness of purpose’ . . ‘
b. Contains some irrelevancies 3
b ‘c. Same attempt at organizing the matenals coherently
d. Same knowledge of spelling, punctuatlon and syntax
e. Frequent mechanical errors. ,

The writer presents a falrly oompetent dlscusmon of the topic

[S2 B

a. Uses examples and/or details

b. Reasonably clear purpose -

c. Evidence of adequate organlzatlon with few urelevancxes

d. Some attempt at paragraphing '

e. A clear sense of conclusion |,

f. Occasional mechanical errors do not interfere with clarity

g. 'Syntax generally adequate with same fragments of run-ons.
7 The writer presents a full discussion of the toplc w1th well-

chosen examples and details for support.

. Some elaboration and refinement of ideas
. A clear beginning, middle and end

. A clear sense of purpose and audience

. Generally ocompetent mechanically

Few run-ons or fragments

. Scme variety in septence structure.

mO Q0o o

9 "~ The writer presents unusually camplete and/or imaginative
development of the topic.
a. Striking use of evidence, examples, details or reasoning
b, :I‘ightl’y or imaginatively organized with an effective opening

L
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Holistic Scoring Criteria (cont)

1 . k4

SCORE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WRITING

and conclusion - | S .
"c. Clear sense of writer control of voice, purpose and audience
d. Mature sense of sentence structure

e. Free from mechanical errors

Iris M. Tiedt (San Jose State University: South Bay writing Pféj‘ect,
1980) ‘

ADVANTAGES OF HOLISTIC SCORING

i

« Spandel and 'S‘tiggiris (1980) describe holistic scormg' as "rapid

and eff1c1ent" They note that an experienced rater oould generaily

\

score thlrty t,o forty papers within an "hqur. If raters are well
tramed the agreement between them can be quite good Diederich (1974)
’ reported that mterrater rellablllty can be. expected to be between .GO

‘

to .80. Najimy (1981) feels that »holistic ratings are useful even when .



two raters disagree as "worthwhile discussions usually ensue regai’d;rxg
the merits of the paper and what' constitutes good writing.". (p. 7)
Holistic scoring 'i.nvarxably' focuses. on the positive aspects of a
student's plece of writing rather than an analysis of}errc?rs_. 1t "}s
considered to be a useful method for scoring large numbers of writing

sa}nples .

)

_ DISADVANTAGES OF HOLISTIC SCORING

Studaxts are not provided with any descriptive feedback about
thelr writing when a holistic scoring method 1s used. Consequently
_this necncsd 1s not diagnostic. Another ;;ot.ential problem with this
method can r;xr;.se‘ f‘rcm the use of the anchor paper; :Alt)bu;h an éssay
. nay be rated as sqkarior relative to the rest of the sample, 1t 1is
‘ingiszpie that 1t may not bé a well written paper in its own right.

‘ %

(spandel and Stiggins 10980‘}. ¢ Brown -{1977) has noted the ’fo‘llowmg:

*

"It 1s possible that all papers at, the top of the score are horribly

Wwritten. They may De better ' than the rest, but still may be

) . ’ - N . N .

unacceptable to most  teachers of camposition. ' (Spandel & S5tiggins
. . - . N N . .

160G, ». 20 Finally this methad 1s only as good as 1ts . raters.

Rat=rs must e very well trained in order to help ensure interrater
4“ ’ N . ! \

relxaprlity.-

Holistic Scoring is not recommended for small groups, as smaller



samples are difficult to dcore using this method-

2. Analytic Scoring

Analytic scales are .used for examining:specific feature$ in any
moxde. These scales can be created to 1adapt to the needs qf any

writing program, as the examiner defines the criteria by which the

\ v

papers will be écore,d. A list of' approximately four to r;welve

features is developed for raters to use. Each feature on the llst .

is given a ranking and 1s often weighted alond a conunﬁ\'"-f}qn
low to iugh (Bushman 19€4). It,ls important that the criteria are

- v

well defined “so that raters. have' -a cie;ar‘understc‘mding of them
‘before they begin scoring.

Uiederich -+ an ack@ledged expert in anal';/tuf scoring‘
developed an analytic scale 'm an‘ effoft to ‘lmprove interrater

reliability over the'hol;stic method. The scale was based on "a

factor analysis of the holistic evaluations of first year college

students éonduc;&i by experts from a varlety of acaderuc
}discipime's". He found the foklowing"féctor’s to be éf'signific(ant
‘influence to a ra;:e_rS' j\‘xdgenentv in the rén)-‘:'mg of a piece of
writing; ideas, mechanics,/orgaﬂizatidn, word ing and flavor. The

scale he developed fol lows:



\
Low Middle High
General Merit - ‘ ‘
Ideas ‘ 2 4 6 . 8 10
Organizatipn 2 4 g 10 .
Wording vl 2 .3 W 5
Flavor o2 ‘ 4 5
) \‘ ' \
Mechanics . |
Usage 1 X N 3 4 5
Punctuation 1 2 3 4 -5
Spelling 1 2 3§ 4 5
Hangwriting I 2 3 4 .5
: |
{ - .
! |
(p. 54) o _‘;
Diedrich

~also includes a ;scoring guide describiné the general
traits necessary t.o,achiev;e the ranking on' the scale for each
v charas «ristic listed. ’I‘t:'\e‘ 'fol]’.owing is the description for.
"5rgmllza;‘lonf‘ :

\

s
2. Organization
. i

High: The paper starts at a good pomt, has a sense
of movement, gets sarewhere and then stops. The
paper has an underlying plan that the reader can '
follow; he is never in J;bubt,as to where he is or )
where he is going. Scmetimes there is a little twist near the
end that makes thegapercaneout in a way that the re?der
does not expect, but it seems quite logical. Main’ points are
treated at greatest lengtf;h orwith greatest emphasis, others -



in pmporticﬁ to their importance.

Middle: The organization 6f this paper is standard
and conventional. There is usually a one-paragraph
introduction, three main points each treated in one
paragraph, and a conclusion that often seems tacked
on or forced. Same trivial points are treated in

. greater detail than important points and there is

' usually same dead wood that might better be cut
out . g ,

», \~

Low: This paper starts anywhere and never gets .
anywhere. The main points are not clearly
separated fram one another, and they cand in a
random order - as though the student had not given
any thought to whal he intended to say before he
started to write. The paper: seems to start in one
direction, then another, then another, until the
reader is lost.

Diederich (1974) p. 56

Spandel & Stiggins (1980) éuggest that this methad is rore

suitable for -individual or small group testing rather than with

N )

larger‘groups of students.

ADVANTAGES OF ANALYTIC. SCORING

'

jr g

vga"

l.'

a

tea;mng,;nA student qnzd a teache; can: examme a paper, tor areas

T,

requlre addltlonal at.tent.mn bpandel &, Stiggins (1980)

’ “




rather than a holistic method.

_ there is no evidence:to suggest &

explain that the great advantage to analytic scoring is “that it

provides pdf:éf\tiél in trait by trait analysis of a student's

writing proficiency". (p. 23)

».

1

Cooper (1977) sees‘ this met}mc\svery usefulofor "program
evaluation or for research on methods of teaching writing as an
analytic scale can serve as a guide to raters cboosing the better
of each students paired pre- and post-essays on matched topics of

the same kind of discourse.” (p. 17)
DISAINVANTAGES OF ANALYTIC SCORING

" Analytic scoring is more time consuming than holistic sodring
as the rater must look for specific traits in the writing sample.
Spandel and Stiggins (1980) point out that it may require up to
three times as long to score a' paper using an analytic method
4Freedman (1982) points out that

B
B interrater reliability is any

better on . an analxjg;ic scale than it is on a holistic scale. In
fact, Hirsch (1977).felt that'the scale developed by Diederich
(l;374) caused more room for disaéreement among raters ‘than the
holistic method. Arbtiler criticism is that it is too, restrictive
a method due to the. specificity of the criteria that the raters
follow.' Cooper (1977) suggests that the main problem of analytic
sqél¢§ "is' that -they'.are not sensitive to the variations in
purpose, speaker role, 'a.nd conception of vaud.ignce which can occur
S T h

#

e
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.

in‘pieces ﬁritten‘iﬁ‘the same rode.", (p. 14) Najimy (1981) is °

concerned- tﬁat the analytie méthod has the potential <to be

negative - focusing on errors and flaws rather than strengths. He

.also feels that this type of assessment can cause "the papers’

total effect to be subordinated to consideration of its parts".

ZR- 10) ' In addition, Freedman (1982) found that subsCores on an

'analytie scale. usually correlatedﬁvery highly with one another so-

_that "they 'yield little | information"beyend ‘what. the single
hOllSth score offers ' (p.40) . . K T

[

O chhobanous Sqale

This scale 1S'made up of a number of statements descrlblng the

spec1f1c features the - test designer mashes to have: assessed. The A

rater studles the -plece of wrltlngl to a5certa1n “whether it

P

dontains the features outlined in the scale and simply ahswersxyes
or no beside each statement. Cooper (1977) provides an example of

a dichotamous scale.for'assessipg a biography/autobiography:

v
-

DICHOTCMOUS SCALE R o
Reader - ' Paper

Author's role:consistent .
Interesting personal voice : L2
Theme clearly presented -
Background rich and supportive °
Sequence of events clear
Central figure fully developed

LTI e
T T HIS

II1. Vkudlng unique and developed

Syntax correct and varled ‘

Usage errors few

Punctuation errors few

Spelling. errors few , S
TOTAL Yes ) (Page 24)

@

“.
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The advantages and disadvantages of the dicmtarx;tJS"' scale are

bas;Lcally the same as those for the analytlc scale. It has been

4. Primary Trait Scoring

A
: s - .t
The phllosophy behind primary trait scoring is described LY .-

Miliis (1980): "writing is done .n terms cf an audience and can be

-

n

£ - - -' ; .
sudged 1n view of its effect apon +he audience”. Thus, this type

of analysis nas o e speciiic Lo each assigrment. The exdminel
determines . advance the most imporzant features C be incl Jxded -

. in & plece Of writing in oraer for 1t .to achieve 1ts purpose.

VA

’ Spande.l .and '":igg).z":S L1980, expiarr that wtus type of assessment
nas to be "rhetorically anc slmaugnaii;: specific
“the foLlowing example: /
~__:./’”'

[ R < / ’ N
§ Suppose a stadent were askec o Jive Girections for \ ,
ariving from nis. her nouse to schooll The primary

) . ) . . - b
tra:t might then be seguentia. Orgamizatlor, for any,
clear, unamciguous set of :;rw;.a would
necessarily be weil Org anized;, witi details presentid
in a proper order. ‘p. 22,
Ir. developing criteria for a p ven
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g writing assigmment Odell (1981) suggests that the test designers
- .

g . consider questions suggested by- the 1974 National Assessment of .

Educat.ionél Progress —AWrit'mg .(NAE.P-W) such.as:
"w})o‘is the audience; what characteristics are likely to be true |
of thg -audience? and in the light of those ‘vaudiénce
characte.ristics, what rhetorigal s'trat;egie's, ~are” most likely to

help achieve the assigned purpose?" ‘

[a]
AR
9

. ADVANTAGES OF PRIMARYTRAIT SCORING

H
» .

¢+ IS
# Primary trait scoring can provide nn;)ortaht_ihr_ ,;l'vtion about
specific aspects of a student's writing. Freedman :(19.82)suggests

i -

that this -nethoc can provide reliable scores upon which raters can -
agree. Once the tr'aif.s to be. scored have\be'en".e‘st‘_Abliﬁhed tl“:is,
method is easy for raters to use€” (Spandel and Stiggins 1960).
. Cooper (1977; feels that "Prlmary Trait Soormg is certamly the
most s@plusr_lcated of the hOllSth evaluation schane““ ‘due to the

fact that the- scormg guides used mqthls type of assessment "are .

"oonstructed ’for a particular writing task éet"i.n a full rhetorical

w
v F

context.” (p. 11}

DISKDVANTAGES OF PRIMARY TRALT SCORING

. Prumary trait scoring can pe very time consuming in the

inizial stages of attempting to giétermine the essential traits to

34
A
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be evaluated in a writing sample. Another ;ntential;\;')rqblem with

“this type of analysis 1is described by - Odell (1981)a " Same

evaluators assume that children should have great latitude in

detenmmng the form, purpose and audlence ofx\en: wrltmg" and

NN
DL

pnmary trait scormg on the other hand, involves the assqnptlon .

1y b

that writers must accept some constraints". He goes on to pom*

out that same raters may penalize t'.hose students who ven&ure

outside of the parameters of the given task or take an unusual

perspective." (p. 125, 126) Finally, p;:imary trait scoring does

not necessarily provide information relevant to the quality of the
writing sample. It does mot evaluate for mechanical errors,,

cohesion or syntax. (_ddell 1981). 1n fact, Freedman (1982) does «

¥

not * suggest using this method for those interested in the

’»'diagmsis ‘and treatmefit of writing disorders as they "will neeq’

A

scores offer". (p. 41)

Syntactic Scoring « - &

(\’

s

Breland (1983) describes this type of scoring as "a method Of

gauging . syntactic rraturity Wwhich is most often associated with the
term T-Unit". A T-Unit is. defined by Odell (1961) as “"one main

clause plus any subordinate clauses attached o 1t". (p. 120) iIn

S
it

more detailed and different information from that which primary ‘. *

¥

4

other words, a T-Unit 1is the minimum number of words necessary to



form a sentence. For example:

[

60

V4

“1 phoned my sister and she hung up, but she phoned’ me

back and apologized.”

This sentence contains three T-Units:

.

1 1 phoned my sister
2. ard she hung Jap .
3. but she phoned me back and apologized.

According o Hunt 1277 the length of a T-Unit has a tenderncy to

v

1ncrease witl. age and growth in snill.

ADVENTAGES OF SYNTACTIC SCCORING

Y

Odell 1981; feels that 'the areat gadvantage’ of ‘evaluat’mg

students syntactic figency is that Hunt and others have provided a

substantlal amount Of _nfbrmation about' the sort of syntactic

structures we may ex;xacx;{of writers at iifferent

. ‘; 'l> N B N
12% ;. Brelana . 1283r States <hat the T-Unit

age levels:. (p.

"is empirically

useful in describing changes that OCCur @n the syntax of writers

as they mature”. Spandel and Stiggins (1968(C) report that a T-Unit

metnad of assessment, compined with a holistic scoring methoad "is

\

lirely o reveal that the rughest scored papers

{1.e. those that

apprealed most Lo the readers, were in fact whose with the most

sophisticated Jse of T-nits . g 305



6l.

DISADVANTAGES OF SYNTACTIC SCORING W

It r;lust«,be kept in mind that a T-Unit analysis does ’not
pfovide comprehensive knowledge about a student's writing
devyelopment. It measures only a single feature of a child's
writing ability. Odell (1981) mutiong’if‘itg5ters to take into
account the type of writing that they ugassessmg He notes

J that same research is irlldicating a differg ve in a student's
ability depending on ‘t.hel "writers purpose a‘r“léi\"./a;.ldience".. He goes
on to séy that the majority of research available on syntaétic
fluency does "not make any distinctions between different kinds of
writing". (p. 121) Spandel and Stiggins (1980) also note that
scorefs have to be highly trained to conduct this type of anal“y'sis

and it is often "time consuming and costly to conduct”, especially

with large groups. (p. 30)

writing Tests Used in Special Education

Finally, in the description of tests there are two standardized
tests often used in special education for the dRagnosis of problems in

oy
written language. The first is the Myklebust Picture Story Language
Test (PSLT) and the second is the Test of Written Language (TOWL). The

. descriptions of these "‘“tests' follow:

1. Myklebust Picture Story Language Test (PSLT)

This test of written language was the first of its kind when

N
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-

published 1n 1965. Campton (1964) points out that ‘it served a
critical need for a test of written lam;\_\fiage at its tume'l. (p.
) A

15) \

The PSLT 1s generally administered to mdi\j)ldu.al chulddren, but
y ,
. _
can be given to groups. 1t was designed to measure Uw wrltten
. )

language skills of children aged seven to seventeen. (hildren are

asked to look at a single black and white ;ibtogrdi\?x as a stumill,

Al ,

and are asked tO write a story about 1t. ‘A ranual entitled

"Development and Disorders of Wwritten Lanquage, Yolire 17 that

.

mlc;/xies administration ami“suarmg procesjures, and {:rz(.‘rzte\.x ;ea-r;rj
%onns used for. scoring are the other materials neaded  to
adminsiter the PSLT. The PSLT rmeasures:

(1) Productivity (the length 'af‘v:he WILllng  Samgie; whidn

inciudes counts of Total words, Total Sentences and words

per Sentence. -

(11)} Syntax (the correctiiess Of the writlern expressliof; teasuring

.

word cholce, morphclogy, punctuatlion, word endings and word

L
20

order . . o “ : T
{111 Abstract Concrete scalé (meaninsg) wnich | inclades five
levels: .
3
g . . \ - ' o . ’
a; Meaningless language a

b} Concrete/Descriptive
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c) Concrete/ Imaginative

&) Abstract/Descriptive

\ e ) Abstract/Imaginative

Scores fran t}\e PSLT can be converted into age equivélmts,

percentiles and stanines. _ : ‘ 3
Poteet (197¢) examined the value of the PSLT"ih study looking
at differences i ,w‘r\itten expression betyaeen learning disabled and
 non-learning dlsabf\sd Although he dld not ‘use all‘ sections of
the test (he amitt the Cdncrete/Abstééct Séaie), he . questioned
the usefulness of PSLT for “an accurate‘lir and complete
diagrbstic appraisal".' (p. 12) He also felt that tf\e stimulus
picture was outdated for contempory - students arrd suggested that
the PSLT 1s mapprbpriate for use above Grade 'I\NO _AnaStasi.an :
- (1972) and Perkins (i972) in the Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook
have‘ questioned the feliability)',“ validity and. the normlng
procedures used in developing the PSLT. Campton (l984)vagrees |
WJ.th the previous authors and pmvxdes a thorough evaluatlon of "
the PSLT. ’ She" feels t_hat mere, were inadequate ' porming |
procedures. The test was normed on SChODl populatlons in only one
midwestern state. The standardlzauc:n of the test was also based
on sanpll.ng only the 'odd ages fram 7 t;o 17. -~ Myklebust
mterpolated scores for the evm ages.

There was also mo evidence prov1ded to support the authbrs

content_ion that the PSLT was a valid test. In fact, .Compton

notes that there was no evaluation proizided& that examined



the face validity of the test and asks "How notivating for
example 1s the test picture 1n Corpar1son with  other
pictures that might have been a.xs;;l." In a(iixtxux,th
questions interscorer reliability. She not.es that Mykiebust
reports statlstically significant test-retest reliability
ooeffiéients but does not provide data in support ot nus
s't.at,erlen;. Coampton guestions :nterscore rel;ak;;'&(:y.
Finally she suggest that séorxng procedures for the pSLY are
technical and E‘require a yreat leal Of tire axl training .o
order f‘oﬂr the examiner to estabilsh 4 ropriate revels.
Scoring portions of the test also g
judgement calls 1n which the scOrer xaxjsr=s “he ~TLiting
sample to examples and criterida rovideal Lo e e

75, 76)

P
H
i

Test of Writtén language (TOWL) Hammill ard Larsen (137%;

i

o

£

In developing the TWL the authors <ontend =hat a student must
acgquire skills in five areas 1n order %o e a4 successfiil writer:
a) mechanics - the %%}t&&o'rxc‘wwmnt of writing
iz : .

b) production - sufficlent guaritity »f Writlng produces o order

effectively cover the topic
‘ 25 P

“c) conventions - the ablllity to correctiy apply ruies  for

' pmk&iiation, spelling and capiltalization




e Jognition - "'the abllity to wrilte loglual, ooherent and
‘ ¥
sequenced written products” (p. 8)
The TOwWL was Jdesigned to measure these five “camponents' through
‘ ase of sbjective subtests and a direct Wwriting sample. Thé manual
contalns a chart outiuung the subtests that make up the test and

the sklil areas test:

1 B
! Format
Conponents Contrived Spontaneous
! . .
echanical Handwriting
Productive ‘ Thought Units
onventional Spelling Y S

| Style
Lingutstio: | word Usage Vocabulary
cognitive ! Thematic
i ' l Maturity

Figure 1V

The content ankd formatt characteristics of the TOWL subtests.

Hammill and Larsen 1978 (p. 10)

The five major subtests that contribute to a Written Language

Quotient {mean of 100 and st;anda;rd deviation of 15) are:

i, ' Vocabulary - a random selection of words used in the childs
~TLLLIN) Sample are séored’ according to rankings provided in
the manual.

.11; Thematic Maturity - the story 1S examined for content and

‘the stwients a?xlity o effectively cammunicate meaning.

™

.

“~

{111 Spelling - measures the student's ability to spell “regular



0o

and irregular words".
(iv) word Usage - tests knowledge of grammar
(v) Style - tests knowledge of the rules for punctuation.cuﬂ
gapitalization. |
The optional subtests are H‘hdwriting - the examiner rates the
cﬁild's cursive writing based on a scoring guide provided in the
manual and Thought-Units. The examiner Counts the "T-Units"
contained in each student's writing sample.'
~ The 1978 TCWKJ was standardized using 1,712 students frou
grades two through eight, whose ages fall between 8 years L wonths
and 14 years 5 months. Students in the standardized group lived
in nine different states across the United States.

The aﬁthors testéﬁ the internal consistency of three subtests:
Style, Spelling and Word Useage at six age intervals and report
internal consistency reliabilitx\éoeff}cients of .80 or better for
all but three of eighteen coefficients presented. Test - retest
reliabiltiy coefficients were .80 or greater for all subtests,
except for Vocabulary or Thought Units. Consequently, the authors
suggest that examiners interpret the results of these two subtests
with caution. Interscorer reliability for subtests based on the
written sample was also de£end£ﬁé? to be at a 76% agreement level
or better. Phelps-Gunn and Phdlps-Teraski (1982; also report
that measures vreported in the TOWL manual for establishing

criterion-related validity and construct validity were good.

!
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There are no reviews of this test 1n the Buros dental
Measurenent books due ta the recent publishing date. Compoton
(1984) however, has critiqued the TOWL and makes the following

] I
oamments:

Strengths:

THe TOWL provides a neéded addition to the few standardized
test mstxfunents ayallable for measurement of written Llanguage
arility. The stimulus plcture used in the TOWL 1s usually at
interest  to all ages of children and commonly elicits a good
sample of their writing. The TOWL 1s easlly aduinistered {even to
large’ groups) and scoring procedures are clear and Jonmpton feels
that 1t "1s techmically sound 1n tenms of standardization and

reliability”. p. 795

Vieaknesses:

me;;ton qusuoxxs the usefulness of the Vocabulary and
Thematic Maturlt, subtests. She feels that the scoring procedures
for the Vocabulary Subte;t based on ranking words according to

length seems .ess meaningful -han "a system that indicates the

Tyie of words  parts of ‘'speech, cammon Or uJnusual words)  a
student s currently using and not using”. (p. 79, The standards
used for scoring the Thematic Maturity subtest appear "arbitrary’.

A student can attain a high’ score for attributing personal names

o the characters or including a ritle which "may have little

‘



o say about t.he umcer 3 F@mu r,hemw;

also feels that *the k,b[ellx{\g, word u%uage “and” style components of

i -~ "“ » a

& e
the TOWL would have been uf ho’re svalue 1t they were assessed

@ :
: R ;‘.%; kg ’w -
A direct]l ffron the ch 1 s &g" L":} s athp> le “"ghe®otes that the

ER
validity ot zhe TUWL 'vs beer -

stioned, as teachers otten find

- - v

the Wwritten Lanquage uothent to be an inflated estimate of a
childs wrising ability, and additionally there 1s only one form of
the TOWL whi-t iimits 1% usetuiness for pre= and post-test

.

e ' &
DUIPOSEs . . d

JMPARISUN OF ASSESSMENT METHODS
1 recent years there nas e a4 reat feal »f interest and

9

controversy focised o the Jses and sseroiness of obtect. e andd firect
assessment rethls IOor written tancuaae® As Stiangins i Braiageford
(1983, note poth language Arts educators  and’ educaticnal, testing. 2

speciali.sts are well acuuainted Wit nhe i1fferences - ¢, ofiniog: £

regarding he Dest way LC Iedasure Wr.otind

one grow cof educatcrs sdapport  the  Jdirect assessment methd’ |

contendlng that only an actua. sampieis: of a student’'s writing L,roduct

ey
will provide 2 reasonable measure of oampetency 1n wr'l mg The§¢

W N

eduCators criticlze oblective esting 1nstraoents for :heLr l'ack of&

./,‘
B

4 v

validlty. The student 1s not asked o proviie an actual pj.ece'oﬁi:mw

¢ f
Wwriting, therefore, an ob evtive test ah only  provilide a [rox;t" e

measure of a student's wrlting apllity. Pheips=Cunn and The.ps-Teraski

SR L
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H

(19%_ state th.ét Objective tests "do not directly maeasure w_hat they
( .

dxre?:tly evaluate: writing." (p. 245) Veal et al (1v982) descr‘ibes
indirect tests as those measuring "approximations of this (writing)
ability which are skills related to writing." (p. 290)

v
v

- Even the backers of the direct method have a variety of opinions

-

about the hunber arx] type of samples that a student has toﬁ suk;nit for a
valid and comprehensive evaluation of ’;us or her skills. Researchers
such as Moffett (1968), Britton '(1975), Lloyd—-Jonés (1977), Freedman
{1982) and Prater’ and Padia (1983) suggest that there. is a great
difference in a student's skill across various modes of discourse and

_the audlence being addressed. Others suggest that numerous writing
samples are- not necessary. (bDelves 1972).

Indirect test supporters, however, "argue that ob]ective tesfcs can
provide much useful 1nfamation and can "do so more effectively and
eu)nonu.cauy than writing samples” (Stiggins & Bridgeford 1983, p. 6).
They 1in turn questlion the reliability of diréct test r‘ﬁeasures‘

criticizing them for "rater inconsistency and sampling bias". (Breland
"1Jd83, p. 4). Inconsistency 1n rating can occur when raters attribute a
L4
aumber of  different scores to the same writing sample. Even , one
individual can score a smglg.ﬁltmg sample differently from one day
' to the next. These differences can occur—for a variety of reasons such
as the raters personal philosophy about the importance of different
components 1n writing, some raters are more lenient than others and

_samne raters tend to score the majority of papers near the average.

(Breland 1983). Sampling bias dan occur due to student _inconsistency.

&



A student can produce writing samples of diff,ering quality depending on

a variety of circumstances fram one occasion to the next.

‘Essentially the ‘arguj-:-.ment Narrows down to one of reliability or

“validity. Hirsch (1977). asks "'what features of a writihg assessment
. _ o, ’
" method would make it both reliame and valid?". He replles that "in

" practlce, no valid method of writing assessment yet pmposed has been

. truly rellable" (p. 180) . ' , N

RESEARCH EXAMINING ’IHE USE OF, D.[RECT AND INDIRECT ASSESSMENI‘ METHODS .

Studles conducted over the past years comparlng direct and.

indirect testing methods have obtained mixed results anhd conclusions: |

LN

r

Rentz. (1984) -ori:'g'inauy used both’ a writing Bample “and an*

““objective test in developing an afppropr-iate assessment device for

college students’ for Georgia's Universitys_ystem in the 197C's.  He,

- notes that: - . .
"After two years, we abandoned the objective test and. .-
- it was hardly noticed. The writing sample provided a
measurerient far supe!:\kor wQ the objective test on the
,'aspect of a tésting program 1 cons1der most important:
credlblllty " (p 4)

Y

‘Breland and Gaynor !‘_;;(197.9) conducted a study ccmparl.ng hoilstlc

Js‘oc;re‘sv on“ the‘ written language samples of over‘ 2, OOO collego.,

[ AR .
_ students, tq measures from the Test of Standard ertten E:ngllsh (TSWE)
b

Th@ ooncluded that "dlrect and J_ndlrect assessments of wrltlng Sklll 45

. £ . o
as eommly cond_uc;ted - tend to tap s:mrlar sklll\(i./' 127_) .They
. . B ) . ) . T . a
_ suggest the }iao'ssibilrity of using a combined approach. : ‘

4

NN



of approximately
systems to scores fram  the language arts

ochective Lests

—
7€

L1983, comparec nCiistiT ratings of e WIillg ST L es

2,.¥X grade 17 stagents enrclilex .n eOrIle sSChoc s

se(,s; 1§ of wellRnown

They describe corre.ations rangne LI, ez, .80

Vo
“n

2 reviews slx stadles coniuctec betweer . the vears e

~hat oamparec Ilrect anc :1:** CT assessment nethods.

‘Correlatiors if:uféh e two. on <hese stadies rang€ frar .20 au the
. ‘.“ ) .
lowest to "3‘.76 '; ;ﬂ;ne meé‘m ‘He ~o*ic J,ec shat "research'on the
- . ' . m é . T K ‘ S '
_corfoelatlon Detweer: é1e el .cpproacz:e‘js reveais. a consistent ard } N
relatively StIong relat‘ton‘s'r.;; 3t var Lous &.AJCd..»O’Aa} levels.” #p. . e
) : 2 ’

101, ’

- L

.Culpepper

freshman college students at

. ' .
and FRamsdell (1382, ocampared
. I

choice dbjective writing test" and an essay

Michigan State Unlversity from a multiple

the test scores of 202

oo

examination. Their study

mdlcated that t.he ,pbjec rive examination was the more e.ffective and

S

¥
mformamve mstrwnent f&' estlmat:mg the students wmtmg Skllls,

,
9

. grades lie on the gut off, points for dlfferent levels of classes.' (p- ) o

AN
- : . B ' .
although the essay test oould be useful in evaluating stlxients whoé

297). In a well known study condu{‘:ted py Godshalk, Sw1neford and T
Coffman in 1966 data was cbllected for 646 students enrolle'd in qrade )
" twelve from across. the United ‘States. BEvery student wrote. on flve
- ) I J . i
different topics and oompleted six rrlultiple choice type tests _and two
sy ’-»I, [l ‘.v‘ ~ | QE— ' 3
, ., 'E“ {"@; ' . ,
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"‘f;;; o e 'r,.ia.m.f “ype tests. Their (bnclaszons were . that "the
DOk LAt ion of’ot.jesiix’e items which measure accurately sane skllls
nvolived 1o writing. "w’lt."“. an  essay - {(which measures d_;rectly, if
scxri;»hat Less accurate.y, the writing itself) giroved tc be more valid

R :'vxar‘ ;i‘ner ~ype of ltem alone”. ip. V1) . .
Hocar. and Mishler 1% noted that most of the carparisons of
direct ancd iniirect writinc tests hac beer performed at the college
i‘evel. The, atterg.ted o s;a:’:y “he rei_'atlonship between t:he‘se néasures

at an elementary and sunlor iugr ievel. They used a standardized test

pattery and compared the scores from all academic areas to those scored

on the Wwrlting samgplies. They found the. highest oorrelatLons to be

between the Writing sample and the language score. The reading test

ﬁhac the Se(_Ouo mghest correlation with tbe wrltmg sample. Their
conclusions were that "'the language test (m the Surey Battery) does

L;elate more _highly‘j#.o'free-«)vriting performance than do objective tests

in other curricular -areas, thus, "at least ‘partially allaying the

suspiscion that we are dealing here with nothing- more than a_"‘general

verbal or overall educational development factor." (i). 226). ‘The

-

" correlation found at all grade Vl‘evels were relatively similar to those

reported at. college levels. o

«

Moss et al (1982) compared objectlve and dlrect testing methods.

* o . u
v

w:Lth students in grades four, rseven, and ten. - They found lower

N

' correlatlons at grade four and seven than those at the grade 10 level.

'The authors suggest that there is‘a "possibility that the correlations

A

k)

R23

ES
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may be lower at lower grade levels. It is intuitively reasanable thet
as skll&s are uevelopmg they may be more fragmemtea with non—umform.
developnent in all areas. ’I'l'us could result in lower correlations
among measures of language skills that tap di fferent aspects of those
skills." (p. 47).

It is obvious that there are a number of_.r options and 'Opinionsv

about testing methods: 1n  written Vlanguage. Phelps-Gunn and

L]

Phelps-Teraski (1982) state that. "currently there is no single test

that evaluates writing from vits'generagi%ni to its final proof reading
. . RN ‘ - :

+
v

reguirement. w (p. 243). " Some researchers and educators are suggesting
r; ’ a
that a“ combmatlon of a dlrect and J_ndlrect asseSSment method may m ‘ 4"
. _f v‘.!,. '
" the solution. - (1979 Alberta Muuster S Advmory Cormuttee on Stude

Achievémeht); (vGoashalk et al 1966), (Breland and Gaynor 1979)

Regardless of personal philosophy however, it w1,l‘l be importapt )

-

and necessary to select or develop an appropriate test instrupent
after careful consider'ation about the purpose of the evaluation i.e.

what type of mforﬁnatlon does the examJ_ner need?: What ‘Bec1510ns are,

e

y .
gOLng to be made based on this assessment?; practlcal considerations

»such as oost effect1venes§, size of thq group to be tested etc.; and of

5

) o(.se téchnical conbléeratlons concerning the’ relalmllty and valldlty

» ¢

of the test m'strurlnent. Brown (1983) suggests that educators B
. ' b} . ‘ ’ . : : Q
interested in arriving at an appropriate assessment devide ask

themselves the following questions about the "intended use of a test”:
E . . .
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£on

¥ 5§ 5 5§ § 8 & B

8.

9.

10.

N,

Do you primarily want to predict the f.t ire Wi 1tihy
success of your students? .

Do you seek to place students at certain levels or to excuse

them fram certaln courses?
you want to diagnose writing problems?
you warnt to establish mastery?

you campare your students, as a group, to others?

v
v

you expect a test to teach as it tests?
you want all of the above? (p. 106)

. ! . B,

you primarily want to describe your students' writing?

you want to measure growth in student writing skills?

CA .
you want to conduct any long-term reskarch on writing?

Finally, Spandel &’ggtbgglns (1980) emphasxze the unlqueness of an

@gndlv:xdual 5. written expressxon and tlhe necessity to

‘ student s needs and problems in the evaluatlcan of hls or her

3

: . o -
A L Hew
There is not now, nor will there ever be, a single
best way to assess writing skill. Each individual
educational assessment- ang. writing circumstance -
presents unique problems to the developer and user
of writmg tests. Therefor reat care must be
taken in selecting the appr@ h and the methods to
be used in each writing assessment. Methods used
in one context to measure one set of rélevant writing
skills should not be generalized to other, writing
contexts without very careful consideratlbn of wrltmg
circumstances. (p. 5)

'
14

L8

understand a

]

-
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. E. Written I.argungemffmlt.xea and Disorders

#  Poplin et al (198C) states that "the role of written language ‘in
school success is even ﬁre su;nlflcant for the learning disabled
child®. 'I‘hey feel that the development of oorrpetence in writing lS of
the utmost importance to a learning disabled Chlld s survxval" 1f
special educators are camiitted to' the integration‘bf this mpulatien |
‘into the mainstream. H;Cicci (1983) also notes that if ertten language

v

problems are not focused on and identified they can cause a great deal

the students experiencing these dlfflculues

o

. . ’ ’ XV

POf the most debilitating and puzzling conditions

een in children and adolescents are those of

.unidentified written language disorders. The students .
are regarded as unmotivated, lazy and careless. They L
may have serious problems in regard 4o not campleting™’ '

' tests or honework abSlgnments (p- 208)

Barbara Cordoni (1978) notes that "writing is a highly camplex process.
requlrlng skills that are not posessed by all students" (p: 1). . This
“does not mean however, that the beachlng ‘wrltten expre351on should
<%  be igrniored simply because: Mren are experiencing @1f,f_1culty.
Un’fortuna‘tely, this has often b@gvg;'ﬂ“le' case for children with learning

« problems. Special education Ylmas focused on the ‘teaching and study ?f
writing to an even lesser extent than regular education. Reid (1983)
states that "maﬁy teachere have customérily avoided writing assigrmr'ents

for the learnlng disabled, thinking ‘that ki ng was something the
,students 1ust ceuldn t myu). Sllvemyah.vet. al"(l§81) reVJ.ewed a.x

T number of books pertalnmg ﬁq the stﬁdY and_teaching Qf children with.

. . . . : . -
. . R . ¢ & . ”',rs._ 3
h ¥ e K»".‘u"«’* S S
o “ - ) i 4 e ? R BECIOE
: ‘e ~ AT .
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learning problems. They found that there was onl, mmunal oovemqe

or ll*erall) no mention of WQLtten expressxon ulffxeultxes ar thexr

9

, remea‘,atlop Ep. 92) ’I‘he) also dite research c*onducca} by Lernhardt

E

Zigmond and Looley (1980) 1n which 105 learning cnsabled\ students were

'stadled in order to z‘ecord the ar\ount of time the students spent on the

, \ et

» .
var 1ous sub]ect d.reas IMthlrty hours of tlme studied over a period

- of twenty weeks Lt ms found that™ tha chlldren w!re‘S{nvolved in tasksr

. .,"r

requiring wrl*mg for an. average Q§ '&5 mnuteg per eve;y 270 mnupe:«‘?';f

N ‘v g

day. Seventy five

than ”expressive writing (p 97) As prevmusly mtedg \the ren&iﬁgi&eh"_“ R

41‘?

o{g readipg 1s generally found to dccount for the m.SJérlty'ot tlme"

7

‘\iievoted to the programs for leam.mg disabled students.
M

@ ertten expressxon dlfflcultles came into focus only reeently in

the Uruted Stateb when they were anorporated mto the U.S. E‘ederal

\ ES
Reglster (1977) as one of seven specxflc areas in whlch a child oould
[ - ¥

~ have a qi'sord f there wds a substantial’ ‘difference between expected

levels relative to a childs age and intellectial £bility. In the

Province of Alberta a learnlng disabled child is defined as: a ch#td

of average " or ﬁve ‘average mtelllgenwl v1sic$n and

-

hearmg, who has & "sxgmflcant discrepancy between estnnated learnung
potentlal and actual academic performance, which may be evidenced in
imf)aired ability to- listen, think, speak, "fe&Wite, spell or do

L

mathematical calculatlons (Alberta Educakion . _‘& - < LE

As research, extends inta the mvestlgatlon of learnlng problems m’

b

written expression, theére are again,. yarlous theories. ¢oncerning the;r o

£
! t

gcent of thi 8 ftime. was % 1t in "col)y;ng rather

£
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. . - .
‘etiolggy. One suggestion is that deficits in writing are the result of
underlyin'g oral language-or reading problems. For example, Rosenthal
(L970) and Vogell (1974) suggest that an examiner look very carefully
at the oral language of a learning disabled child, eVen if ‘ms or her

' y

spdntaneous speech appears to be at or above age level. Wiig (1976)

“

.,

¥
agrees w1th the observations and suggests that:
o e B
: Leammg disabled students are able to compensate for . K

. lmgulsuc deficits when the semantic and/or linguistic ‘ ‘
¥ constraints are minimal; however, when either or both o )
constraints are imposed their lmgulstlc abilities prove

e madequate. (p. 196) . L %é
LJ : o ’ S C ﬂ!n ‘ng‘ q 9 * J’ #

o t@klwebust%973) si.lgg‘ésts that severe aﬁd s&.‘fbtle dlsturbances in either g
. K o oy
ordl , language or reading can affect written language ability and that ;'3
the person \\comp'etent in reading before he can learn to write. 5y A

‘ , N\ \ : Co . 4,.63‘
He cautions pro.fessionals to begin looking “for a childs writtén \ !

L SN * N

language problems begmnlng at the bottom of his heirarchy, that, 131} L

~y
"the child speaks only after he corrprehends, only after he has leairr)eci‘m‘ n

the words to Speak. Likewise,. "he writes only after he can redd..onl%" ”&‘

- after _ﬁg'ua‘ read word has been learned" (p. 16). He is constant)ly

A Y]
reminding professionals in‘the field that "input preceeds output".

Others surmise students. can have : intact reading* ands oral

lahguage skillg and sti1ll have problems that are specific to written
landuage | (Vallet 1969). Johnson (1967)an’ associate of Myklebust's

agrees that- thlS is pos51ble and descrlbe other factors that lnfluence‘

.
‘the ablllty to write. One disorder that she des%rlbes is dysgrdphla,

?

~

2 Lo
<.
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in which a c¢hi1ld cannot imitate the motor  patterns necessary tor

writing, even though he or she can read and speak. Another disability
. o
she describes is that of “"révisualization", which 1s atfected by visual

mermory problems. The cluld can speak, read and copy, but he cannot
remember what words or letters look lr. The last of the disorders o

described is that of "aisorders of fdmulation and syntax". It 1s

mterebtlng in the respect that children who suffer.with. problens%xl'/ .

thlS ‘arga often appear to have well deveflOped intact, oral Langudge

skills: ' B L «,:{f""'"”’-
(hildren with disorders of written fofmulation
can have superior auditory language,sgood reading
comprehension and the ability to cgpy the printed
word, but they cannot express ides In. writing
(p. 228). )

5
e

In, his studies using the Picture ‘Story%i,anguage Test (1‘565)' which

,;'
3

campares transcriptions of oral and wrltten SthleS.r Myklehust nct‘s

‘ 3
SRR A

that ‘the "tobal word count on the wrltten story is often less than half S
of the oral story and the Abstract/Concrete scores tend to be lower"

(p. 228) He notes that disorders of formulation and synt_ax ‘can vary

) "both‘in nature and severity" (p. 228). While with some children, the,,,
most significant problem is.an ideation and productivity, others have

problems that are prunarily syntactlcal in nature. With most children,

3

’ - 4
however, both ar€ present.

'(Ih.leren‘w:Lth a disturbance in ideation and
productivity are limited in output and use more .
concrete language. They may spend several ~
minutes before initiating a simple sentence,

,and finally glve up They can tell storles or

il
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relate incidents but they cannot translate thoughts

*1 written symbols... A disturbance of written
syntax can occur in conjunction with a disorder

in ideation or isclation ... Children who have only

written syntax difficulties have fluent use of the

spoken word. They make errors in the written form that

are npot made in spoken. The most frequent errors are

word omissions, distorted word order, incorrect verb and

pronoyn useage, incorrect word endings, and lack of

punctuation (p. 229).

<
.

Wallace and McLoughlin (1979) have also described this type of g

prOb‘lé!n_%

&

A major difficulty experlenced by the child with

written expression problems is the inability to

organize thoughts into proper form for written, .

commnication. Many children who can orally . . w:a;\

articulate their thoughts concisely are totally B

unable to communicate in a logical writing style | S ‘

(p. 202). . ' ‘ :
‘ ¢ ‘ wRet L .

Cruickshank (1980) sees disorders'éf syntax anéi formulation 'as the"-

o

'most baffling of  learning disabilitiesy and the most éérp.}_exi_ng to

secondary: educators" (p. 245).

. . \

AN

s
Because the disorder usually occurs in students . s \
who are fluent in spoken language and reading, v
the alarm for assistance is often sounded late, if
ever. This is a very typical problem and is found
in many highly intelligent youths with learning
> disabilities (p. 245).

;, " \3\\ ' . ;A . /\

3

P
K

. & ) . N
A A third type of writing disability that is discussed in the
literature is not the result of a specific learning disorder, it ‘is

caused by lack of - appropriate instruction and practice in writing.
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Litowitz (1981) calls this an "instructional deticit" problem (p. 74).
‘Shaugnesgy (1977) began to work with students in New York who were
“entering collegé)after graduating from high school with their Jdiplomas.
A large portion of these students exhibited severe problems with
written expression and were by college standards "llliterate". The
viarious colleges began to develop "basic writing" proyrams for these
students and S‘naugneséy (1977) concludes that the majority of these
studen’ts had no underlying disorders, they sumply lacked the practice
and exposure to adequate‘ instruction necessary for the development ot
corﬁpeténcy in writing:

LW (Basic ‘writing) students write the way they do,

not because they are slow or non-verbal, indifterent

to or incapabld of academic excellence, but because

they are beginners and must, like all beginners,
learn by making mistdkes.

She that all students come: into the programs with unique needs

> P
and attltudes, but she sug‘g’ests that progress ¢an be made if teachers
working with basu: wrltmg "g¥udent® will carefully analyze a student 's
writing "by trying to understand the logic of their, mistakes in order
to determine at what point or points along the de(zélOpnéntal path,
error s'hould or can be a subject for ins Ction" \'(p. 13). |

Written langﬁage .'m_,,its complexity, creates many new problems for '
the learning dlsabled student that muSt also be kept in mind in the
planning of a remedial program. Litowitz (1981) ’ipr example, note‘?‘

that "underlying processing capacitles of attention and memory, as well

as levels of. cognitive and logical functiohing, afe reqlired in
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addltional ways" (p. 0] f‘or”‘wzrltt_en language. Johrison arki - Myklebust
. . “ ' b Lo :

(1967) caution professionals by stating "rot all disorders. at’ lower
) . P '

levels will surface in writina” (p. 195), however, e’hey suggzest that‘:ny\_,'

, LS
writing rmay well prove tor be of benefit n remedlating other
dl'sorders.: | |

1t is umportant to mxaéi‘% at this gﬁo'mt t;_}}at, all children
including those withr learning probleﬁs and disabllities are }rujlviduals

with often unique and’ complex  fagtors influencing thelr .learning

ability. Poplin {194) sunmmar 1zes this point well:
!

After over a decade of accumulated research findings,
perhaps only one undeniable "fact" has emerged -

learning disabilities are not a single handicapping
condition with an easily defined set of characteristics.
That is, learning disabled children are as different from
one another as they are fram their normal peers. - o
Actually more variatioh has been found within the
category of learning disabilities thah outside this
‘population. There is simply no homogenous group of |
learning disabled persons (p. 131). " .. :

The need for more research dealing with written language‘

difAficul“ties however, canngt be over—-emphasized. It is possible for
. . ’ . o
writing go become an integral part of a. learning.disabled childs life

if the problems they encounter can be. identified and their remedial

programs include an emphasis on the, development of competency in
. ) h, ' e

writing. ’

RESEARCH ABOUT WRITTEN EXPRESSION IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

bbrrié- and Crump (1982)

. examined the. _syuitax * and * vocabillary

S e ,‘ . ) YR s
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development  from the writing sanmples oOf 72 ' learning disubled ahd 7o
o o | “ :

X

. s',
non-learming disabled students from-four age groups ranging from nine

to fifteen years of age.. ‘'Fheir r;mdmgs\lwéré. that the T-Unit length

' "y .

4 ;o

- i N A A : . .
scores for the two groups \not reveal.any significant difterences.

¥

There were however, indi

I

» . .
. that - indeed ¢ average .T-Unit length
d . w . J,‘v"_ . ' -
N . ' ’ * A q’ N - l ™ '
Increased as -age  LNCigx They also Used another neasure of

3 4
syntactic maturity erlt%mhe Syntactic bensity Score (SLS) which was

-t
developed from ten &ifferent vaflables. This 1nstrument revealed

i

between the groups. on-learning dlsabled

significant dlfferef
students achieved a éreater average SULS at each age level t:hax} learning
disabled students. The authors suggest that the SDS may be more
"sensitive to the qualitative differences in writing” than the T-Unit
measure (p. l70j. Measures for vocabulary developrent 'also indicated
significant differences etween non-LD and LD at each age level. They

found that LD students “employ less varlety of word types in their

writing" (p. i70). v :
. : -

McGill-Franzen (1979) exanﬁned a writing sample of & seventeen
year old, 'learning disabled student. The sample was examined for
syntattic nétugrity using a T-Unit Analyéis, then it was scored uiqing a
Primary Trait jmethod of assessment, and finall;l it was examined for the
in}aellectual strategies used.as outlined by Odell (1977).

It was suggested that on first glance most would deem the piecé of
writing‘as totally illiterate. TRe author found however, upon closer

examinatiaon, " if the mechanics were disregarded, the student ' was

. A B 2 . :
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E.h

reasonably mature in his ability to express ideas in writing: "Besides

the obviays deficiencles in spelling, punctuation and capitalization, .

this sgwje;'lt is conceptually, and linguistically Md)m;;eteht in theé
axnnunic.atifon of his ideas"(v(\p*. 80), suggesting that one shéuldi examine
the q\}rriting_ of L.D. studeﬁts for sti:engths. when diagnosing and
remediating learning problems in written expfi&:sion. '

)

Poteet (1978) conducted a study examining the differences in the
written language of 85 learning disabled ahd 125.non-learning jdisabled
elementary school children. He also investigated the oral .eé(L)ression
skills of the learning, disabled sample. He found that while both the
LD and non-LL students ‘1e the same tygés of errors, the LD group
wrote less in ‘@rms of ;words and seniences, and théy made
"significantly moreyerrors in amissions of words and in punctﬁpat_;pri"
(p. 10). The review of the oral expression of LD students revealed
that they made a number’ of errors including additions, “substituvtions
and amisions of words and word order errors. Poteet suggests th Vt
writing programs for the learning disabled should centre on Oral
language development in the’ea.rly grades and on exercises for helping

to increase the production of words and séntences in the upper grades.

Moran (1981) examined the w%iting samples of 26 learning disabled

. Vd .
« and 26 non-learning disabled (defined as students of a(@rage

. o SN
*

A Y

]

4
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intelligence with - no diagnosis of a learning diability, whoware
receiying_ no special Services and are failing at least one academic
core course with a Av'scére ‘below the .33rd percentile on a recent

achievement B‘attery) . The writing samples~ "were analyzed for syntactic

w

maturity productivity and word selection" - (p. 271) and for grammar and

mechanics. It was found that there’ was no significant dif ferences
: . . , :
between the groups with the exception of spelling performance, which

was "significantly different in favor of the low aéhieverS" '(p. 278).

~
\

The authors indicate that ‘theirwfindjnqg\ \/bonfin’r{ previous research
. ) .
results thats lowered spelling scores are characteristic of learning

o disabled students and suggest that spellaing performance may have some

i
implications for screening.

LY

Poplin, Gray, lLarsen, Banikowski and Mehring (1980) .conducted a

study examining the written expression of 99 learning disabled and 99

| non-learning {disabled student; from gfades 3 - 4,\ 5-6 aﬁj - 8 using

the Test of Written language (TOWL) as a measure of writtgn expression

.  ability. They " found that overall, the learning disabled . g:hildrén "
’ |
scored significantly lower on the TOWL than the non-learning disabled

: sttf(‘i‘ents. " They indicated that the scores becdme inc'feasingly
. w . ‘
discrepant in the LD group as the grade level increased. They also

found that while scores on the Vocabulary and Thematic Maturity

\subtest,s were lower for the 1D group‘ in corrpairsbn the non-LD 'group,:



"these means did not at any grade level fall below one standard

deviation from the norm" (p. 52). All LD stutle s however, . were at

least\.one standard deviation below the norm on the' spelling test and

all but the grade 3 - 4's were one standard deviation below the nonrl on

the Word Useage and Style subtests. Based on these results, the

authors suggest that learning disabled students a‘ppear to have more
el ,

dlfflculty with ~the mechanlcal aspects of writing rather than with t:}‘e

.

) .
more "conceptual tasli " mvolv1ng ideation and conveyance of meanlng
¢

(p. 52) They further suggest that writing programs for learning
, : . : v
disabled stuzients should initially place more focus on the “meaningful
'ASpects" of writing and less focus  on the mechanical components of
writing in order to develop "confidence and positive attitudes toward
writing activities before t{he more difficult and less meaningful
activities are introdtced" (1;. 52). Finally the authors point out that
Tt ois /ix}%esting that the iearning disabled students scores were
significantly lower on subtests of the TOWL that ‘exrploy a "contrived

format". They question' whether the information provided from contrived

s e 4
formats is as useful a measure of writing ability as.a writing sample.

They also pose the question nate learning disabled children less able
to take contrived tests?" (-;\52) .

It shoul?i be evident from this review tl’iat, due to its comiJlexity,
the study of written expression is not now, nor will it ever be, a

R Y

> clearly defined language process. Trere continues to be a baffling
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A ?

array of wvariables that could affect written expressioh} skill
development and an equal variety of opinions .. about thé process of
writing, its relationship to other language areas.and the qsséssment of

wrgtlng ability. Writing has been significantly neglected particularly

. . i i

‘

in the area of learning proialems. Only recently it became appérent
tmt,éiere was a vhigh incidence of children experiencing difficulty
with written expression. Reasons accountincl; for this include the Iocus
on the remediation of r_eadingf and the lack of  adequate assessment
mefhods for diagnbsing strengths and weaknesses 1n writing. This study
thefefore, is in part, @an attempt‘ to_v!providé méré information about‘ the
learning problems that affect the composing ability of children. The '

)

more specific research questions follow:

>

>

F. Research Questions

Research Question 1

How do reading scores on the Gates McGinitie and CTBS correlate with

the Written Language Quotient on the Test of Written Language?
¢

Research Question 2

How do the language scores on the CIBS correlate with the Written

‘



Language Quotient on the Test of Written Lnaguaﬁje? A related question

is whether these cortelations a higher or lower than reading'

correlations?

/ ‘

Research Question 3 #*
. / v
How do the teachers informal rankings of children's writing abilities

compare to rankings on the Test of Written Language?

.

Research Question 4 -

What percentage of children in a school population appear to be
experien%ing difficulty as campared to their peers, "based on the

results of the Test of Written Language?

Research Question 5

L ]
Do children -who are measdred to have writing difficulties from the Tes:t‘
of Written Ianguage also have difficulties in oral -language and/or.

reading?

Research Question 6

\
Do children who are measured to have writing difficulties from the Test

—

'
i ~

of Written Language have anything in common on a@—R profile?
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Research Question 7 \ -
O

What specific areas of writing appear to be the most difficult for

children experiencing difficulty in writing?

/
Ak

t

Research Question 8

»®

' Is the Test of Written Language a useful test for identifying children

with Vziriting problems and fox{ ide‘ﬁtifying strengths and weaknesses in

writing? A related question is whether the Test of Written bLanguage is
A

a valid test? : ,



CHAPTER II1

METHODOLOGY ,
This chapter provides an .account of the study and includes a
description of the test instruments employed, the sample, collection of’

s

data and data analysis procedures.

.

"A. Description of the Test {pstxunents
1 .

~

The Test of Written Language (TOVWL) p s

As described in Chapter 11, the Teét of Writtep Language was written by
Donald D. Hamill and Stepnen C. Larson/in 1978. ‘It is reported by the
authors to be a useful instrqmént for:

1. Identifying students who may require remedial help. .

2. Providing a profile of a student's strengths and weaknesses in

writing. |

3. Measuring the progress of a child who is already enrolled in a

remedial program. |

4, As a research tool to stuqy students writing ability. (p. 5)
According to the authors, the test was developed for two. majc&

.reasons:

1. "to provide a well designed and normal instrument for evaluating
writing since few such instruments exist, and o

2. to provide an alternative to the Myklebust Picture Story Language

Test (PSLT) (Phelps-Gunn and Phelp-Teraski 1982 p. 257) since

89
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" there 1s substantial. documented evidence questioning the

reliability and validity of the test. -
ks

The test 1is designed to include both indirect and direct testing
meas'u}es.’ Children are asked to provide a spontdneous writing sample”
after examining three sequence pictures based on a space story theme.

. For the purpose of this study the following subtests were scored:

6 - c

]
”

1. Vocabulary - Twenty five words were selected at random from the

.
v

child's writing sample. These .words are theh assigned a value
from zero to eight accordi}lg to a word list provided m the
manudl. This list was developed from a survey of the incidence
words appearing in newspapers, studént ~workbooks, basal readers,
etc. The raw score is derived from the total sum of the scores
credited to each of the twenty-five words.

2. Thematic Maturity - This subtest attempts to measure ccherence,
vorganization ahd unity in the student's writing sample. The
sample 1is scored according to mla list of ’twenty standards”
established by the authors, "e.qg. char_actér development, use of
dialogue, eté. e

3. . Spelling - This subtest is an abbreviated yersion of the Test of

Written Spelling (Larsen and Hammill 1976). Students are asked to

write twenty five words.  The words were selected from recognized
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.
basal spelling series used in the United States.

« Word Useage - This subtest uses a Cloze ‘method to evaluate a

student 's grammatical knowledge (plurals, tenses, etc) e.g. "The
hungry dogs have ' all the food." N
Style = In this subtest, students are asked to rewrite and correct

sentences applying rules for capitalizatior{ and punctuation.
" .

-

The scores from each subtest can then le converted 'Into Scaled
s

Scores, and Age Equivalents. The total sum of the scaled scores

%tests then forms a score entitled the Written
? ‘x, ‘j .“ . »

) Jg, Jritten Language (uotient
ol .

score with a standard deviation ‘¥ " Jhe test provides Scaled
Score Equivalents for children ages 8 years 6 months through 14

years 5 months.

Test of Adolestent Language - TOAL - written by Donald D. Hammill,

1.

2.

Virgina L. Brown, Stephen C. Larsen and J. Lee Wiederholt (1980)

W

The manual of the TOAL lists four major uses for this test:

Identification of students who are ind their peers in language

LS

proficiency and may require remedial assistance.

For profiling a student's strengths and weaknesses in language
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skills. *

3/ Mo establish growth in a student's language skills in order to
determine the usefulness of a remedial program.

4. To be used as a research tool for ‘Lhe study of adolescent languaqge

[
behaviour. (p. 1)

/

LN

The authrss developed the TOAL as an attenpt to ‘proyide a test for
assessing the language skills of older children, which they contend his

not been available for this population until the TOAL was developed.
The test is composed of the following subtests:

1. Listening/Vocabulary - This subtest contains 28 items. The
examiner reéds a word to‘the student and he/she must choose from
four pictures the two that are closest in meaning to the word
presented. e.g. ‘"crane" - the student must select the picture of
the machine and the bird.

2. Listening/Grammar - there are 35 items in this subtest. The
student listens to three sentences provided by the examiner and
chooses two sentences that mean e§sentially the same thing. e.qg.
A. Do not begin until the signal sounds.

B. The signal will not sound until you begin.

C. Wait for the signal before you begin.
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The authors attempted to deslgn sentemees that mainly ditfered an
terms of their gramatical characteristics but were <‘x>nt rol led tor
thelr vocabulary content.

3. speak ing/Vocabulary and writing/Vocabulary -~ In each of these two
subtests, students were asked to use (in verbual and wriLt:n {orm)

-

a specific word in a sentence that illugtratoﬁ théir understanding
of 1ts meaning.

4. Speaking/Grammar - In this 25 item subtest the student is asked to
listen carefully to a sentence provided by the examiner and repeat
word for word what was said. The sentences become longer and more
gramatically conplex.. e.g. If I were to run the race that fast,

\::? would become very tired.

5. Reading/Vocabulary - The student is asked to read three words and
then choose two words from a list of four that are the most nearly
related to the original £hree. e.g. The three words are Clang,

jingle, creak and the student chooses two words from:

a. Jjulcy

b. graze
c. gurygle -
d. rustle
6. Reading/Grammar - This 1is a twenty item subtést in whiih the

5

student reads five sentences and chooses two that are the most

»

-



st bar antmeaning. e.ge:

ac o bogs play all the tiwe.

. \
b, My new dog is spotteds
"“M* N
L lf.ldy with the dog. , , ’

d. The dog 1s playtul.,

e,  ‘lhe l\:xppy dog 1sehere,

Again the vocabulary i.l‘l these sentences. is controlled, but the
syntax is different in them.

7.  Writing/Granmar - Students are provigi‘cd with a nuber of short
sentences "and are asked to write one sentence from them that
includes all of the necessary components from the original
sentences. e.q. Sanantha had a picnic. 1t was last I lday. 1t
was after school. This can bc conbined into:  Sanantha had a

picnic last Friday after school.

Raw scores from each subtest can be converted into scaled scores. The
sum of the scaled scores from all eight subtests forms an Adolescent
Language Quotient (ALQ). Certain combinations of subtests can also be
added together to form quotients for the following areas: Listening,
Speaking, Reading, Writing, Spoken Language, | Written Language,
\}ocabulary, Grammar, Receptive Language, Expressive Language. The test
was designed for children between the ages of 1l years O months through

18 years 5 months.
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The Test ot Tanguage Development Intermediate (TOLD-1)

L]
This test was written by Donald D, Hammill and Phyllis . Newcaner in

1982, The authors fescribe four major uses of the TOLI~1 in their
manual
J

l. To identify children who may be experiencing clif’fiunlty' -
language proficiency.

2.  To provide a profile outlining a child's strengths and weaknesses
in lanquage skills.

3. To assess a student's progress in language during or following a
ramedial program.

4, To be used as a research tool for the study of a child's language

’

The authors contend that the test was developed due to "an increased

behaviour.

demand for well-constructed standardized test for assessing spoken
language." (p. 1) (Hammill and Newcomer 1982)

The test is divided into the following subtests: (all subtests are
verbally presented by the examiner and spoken answers are also required

of the students).
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vy
1. Sentence Cambaning ~ o this. 25 ttem subtest D stadents are ashkasd

. N M ‘ - .

to combine two sigple lfxmcm'(-s; presented by the examiner to form
: L

a conpound sentence. The student isinstrgeted Lo use as o tew

~ _ ‘ .
wordgns possible in his/her sentence, . Bach sentence must contain
{
all the eossential components contained in the two sentences . e.qg.
!
She picked an apple. She ate and apple.: this can be oombinesd

intor She plocked andd ate an apple.

.

2. Characteristics - The student listens to %50 statements presented

by the examner and deternmines wticther they are true or false,

e.g. "All fish are trout: All beef is meat". etc.

3. Word Ordering - The examiner presents a progression of words in

random order and asks the student to (,)rizmi;u‘) them  1nto A
"oomplete", correct sentence”" (Hanmill and Newcomer 1982, p. )/

e.g."to, ready, go, you are" to form "Are you ready to go?".
- f e
4. Generals - On this subtest the child must identify the category or
relationship between three words presented by the examiner, e.g.
"igloo, teepee, palace", the child must respond with '"houses,

places where people live", etc.

5. Grammatic Comprehension - Forty sentences are read to the student

and he/she is asked to determine whether the sentences are

grammatically correct. e.g. "Mary and me went to the movies."



The above subtests are designed to measure

i

' receptive language skil‘ls’._ Standard scores from specifi"ﬂ Combinations
of the Spbtests are combined to form a Spoken Language Quotient (total
of a bfiveb éubtests)‘;‘ a Lis_tiening Quotient; a Speaking Quotient; a

Semantics Quotieht arld a Syntax Quotient. All composite quotiénts have

: a

a mean of 100 and a' si:andard déviation of 15. The test ‘was designed to

- assess children whose chronologicil ages fall between 8 years 6 months ‘

v

and 12 years 1l months.

F

The TOLD-1 was standardized using 871 students from thirteen states in

the United $tates.  The authg rt internal = consistency

|

- ! : . ’ . .
coefficients of .90 or better fgr 83% of the subtest and composite

‘stability. o e
ro e , £ .

3

The authors also extensivesly defend the content, criterion-related and

construct -validity of the TOLD-1 in their manual.

-

.

Gates — MacGinitie Reading Tests {Canadian Edition) - written by

1] '

Walter H. MacGinitie (1978)

. The authors contend that the Gates

MacGinitie Reading Tests can be

“used | er » establishing:  "apprOpriate instructional levels for
individual students who need additional or , special _Vinstruct‘ion, in

[} . W 3
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f

making decisions about groupingwof-students, in evaluating prograﬁs,-in
. . /
counselling students and in reporting to parents" (p. 1). //
' /
4(

The test is composed of two subtests:

-

/
/
/

1. Vocabulary - Consists of forty-five items in wh;éh the student is
- F,

to select from five words, the word which is c;ééest in meaning to

a "test word". v
’

!

/. * N
/ . -

.. : . / . "
2. Comprehension - The subtest is made up of sixteen passages and.
- 0 £ N ! '

A . -7(4 ‘ . .
students are asked to answer forty-three multiple choice questions

aﬁout them. . _ 'ffl fﬁ‘

& < ‘ ‘
Raw Scores can be converted into standard scores, percentile ranks and

grade equivalents. A total reading score is derived from the sum of

the raw scores from the two su?tests. The tests can be administered to

children from grades. one to pWele.

¥
/
,/ |

The Gates' - MacGinitie'Béading Tests were standardized from the testing
’ . /
of 46,000 children tp&oughout Canada. There were between 3,000 and

4,500 students testeé at each grade level. The authors report Kuder -
. - / \ :

. i . / -
Richardson Formula 20 reliability coefficients of no less than .85 for

~

- each subtest and every grade level of the test.
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Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (metric Edition) (CTBS) - edited by

R

The CTBS was designed to provide an ongoing and all inclusive

Ethel M. King (1974, 1977)

assessment of "growth in fundamental skills" (King 1977). 1t covers

" the following skill areas: vocabulary, reading, writing mechanics,

study methods, and mathematics.

The subtests used for the present study were: ‘x
1. Vocabulary - Students are asked to select a word from a list of

four which is closest in meaning to each highlighted word.

2. Reading COmprehen310n - Several passages are provided for the
students toread Followihg each passage students are -asked to

answer:. rm.ll,tipiéjy ¢hoice questions about their content.
Language Skills Section: -

3. Spelling - Students read words that may or ‘may not contain
spelling errors. They are asked to read each erd and select

words that are spelled inc’%.rectlyf.

4.. Capitalization - Students are presented with exercises 1ift which

" they are to indicate whether there = are any ~errors in

-
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capitalization after each line in a passage.

5. Useage - This subtest attempts to measure basic knowledge of
grammar, e.g. Tenses, subject and verb agreement, etc. Again,
students are presented passages to read, and are to indicate if

- |
there are any "mistakes" after each line of print.

The CTBS provides percentile ranks and stanines for comparing a
students progress with his or her peers, and grade equivalent scores.
A Total Language Score is derived from the combination of raw scores

from the Spelling, Capitalization and Useage subtests.
. . \

~

Schonell Graded Word Speiling Test

This test was developed by Dr. Fred Schonell and Dr. Eleaﬁor Schonell
in 1952. 1t is ﬁsed extensively by special education. teachers as a
"quick" screening test for establishing a measure of a student's
"spelling age" or grade level. The test was based on the Kent_Spelling
Tests from Britain. Thg,authors do not provide any information H

regarding standardization; reliability or validity ;n'tﬁeir description

of the test.
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B. Description of the Sample

e

4

Students in the sample attended regular and special education programs
within the Leduc Catholic School ‘System' during the 1982 - 1983 school
year. All students were enrolled in grade levels three through seven.
Two hundred and forty-two students were initially assessed using the
Test of Written Language. From this sample, all those students Q’ho
were performing at one standard deviation or more below their expected
grade level (according‘ to the norms of TOWL) were selectdd as the

\

" experimental group.

The experimental group consisted of twenty-nine children. Following

the examination of the cummulative records and administration of the

%

Wechsler Intelligence Sc¢ale for Children (Revised) (WISC-R) for those

students who did not have a. recent’ WISC-R score, seven students were

. Y .
found to be ineligible for the study group. Criteris for eligibility -

were the following:
Students must:

1. Score within the average pange or above on the Full Scale Score of
the WISC-R (a score of 90 or above).
2. Have no history of physical, speech or emotional anocmalies.

3." Have English as their first language.

7



9

All teachers who participated in rating students from their classrooms

were certified teachers. Of the eley@g}v classrooms involved in the

study, nine of the classroom teachers “'sfibmltted ratings of their

students written language ability. =

C. Collection of Data

After the initial approval of the research project from thes
participating school, the Test of Written Language was administered tc
students in each classroom. Following the administration and sooring
of the TOWL, parents of the children who formed the study group were
requested to sign a school permission fotTn consenting to individualized
testing of their son or daughter.v Subsequently, all test 'results‘ were

made availabsle and explained to parents who requested to see them.

Each of the. students cumulatlve records were then examlned‘ and WISR-R-
scores; (not prior to 1980) Gates—MacGinite Réading Tests scores (_from
the Fall 1982 administx;ation); Canadian Test of Basic Skllls scores
(from the Spring 1983 administration')- and hlstorlcal data for rulmg.

out phy51cal emotlonal and speech anomalles as w&ll as ESL students

L
,' » ,» P agrtd
were ‘then collected. The WISC-R was then admmbstered those’

»

students who had no record of recent scores.
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‘Those students who were then established to be gualified for the study
group were then assessed using the Te;st of Language Development -
Intermediate+ (for children in grades 3, 4 and 5); the Test of
Adolescent_'_ Language (fof those children in grades 6 and 7) and the
Schonell Spglling.Test (for all ‘grades) either individually or in small
groups. - Standardized testing procedures were used and every attempt
was made to édminister‘ tests in quiet -rooms, free from outside
disturbances. All of the test administrators were certified teachers

with special education training and background in test administration.

Each classroom teacher of the students participating in the study was
asked to rate each of the children enrolled in their classroom as

"High", "Average" or "Low" based on the teacher's "overall, general
‘ .

impression of their student's written language abilities."

~

Teachers were asked to consider the following criteria in arriv.ing at
-
their ratings: ’

1

1. Expression of Ideas - The child's ability to clearly communicate
meaning, inform and cover the topic at hand to the reader in a
logical, flowing and organized manner.

2. Vocabulary useage, sentence structure and mechanics.
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D. Procedures for Analysis of the Data

Means and standard deviations Awere calculatéd for all major tests used
in the stﬁdy. In attempting to examine the relationship of wri£ing to
reading, oral langtllage,l and | intellectual functioning Pearson-
Product-Moment -correlations were calc':ulvated and measured for - their
" level of significance. A Pe‘)arson—Produét—Moment correlation was also

\

calculated in’ looking at the j"relationship between teacher rankings of
student writing ability and' standardized test results of students
writing skill levels.

\

Although the samplé sizes were rather small m some instances the
Pearson-Product-Moment correlaii.ion coefficiént was used as a n:easure
throughout the data. It was deemed the most suitable statistic for use
in this study as sample size was taken into account in testing the
sigr;ificance of each cofrelation and a rani< order cor"re;l_atign wés
unreliable with the smaller samples due to a substantfial nu;riber @f
"tied ranks". Ferguson (1981) states "where a substantial ‘numbér of
tied ranks is‘ found, the departure from the sum of squares of ranks

from the sum of squares of the first N integérs will be appreciable and

the value of p will be thereby affected" (p- 383 - 384).

"4,'%':,‘_},, s Wl



CHAPTER 1V

DESCRIPTION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

Chapter IV includes a description of the data analyzed from the study

as well as an interpretation of these results.

A. Description of the Data j

Table 1 reports the means and standard deviations of scaled scores fof
eagh subtest and the written languagé quotiem:_ (WLQ) on the Test of
Written Languége for the entire population tested at each'of the grade
levels and the mean of the means' from each grade level. It also
includes the means for the sample group of students and the difference
in scores between the large group mean and the sample group mean. The
standardized means for subtests is 10 with standard deviation of 3
while the standardized mean for the WILQ is 100 with a standard
deviation of 15.

Table 2 indicates the means, based on grade scores for all of the
students at each gr%\de ‘level, the sémple group means, t‘hé%ifferences

between the two ijroups at each grade level for each subtest and total

grade score on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

105
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TABLE 1

Means, Standard Deviations and Differences in Means between Groups on
Test of Written Language

Vo, T.M. S.D. W.U. | Style WLO
Grade 3. X (n =53) |10.94 |10.88 |10.44 9.83 | 10.27 |103.28
S.D. (n=53)| 1.94 1.92 2.38 1.89 7| 2.20 10.29
Grade 4 X (n=434 10.29 9.95 |10.41 | 9.41 9.79 99.70
S.D. (n=43)| 2.08 2.18 2.47 2.63 2.60 12.78
| [
| Grade 5 X (n=45) _ |kl.28 |.10.04 |10.78 | 10.59 10.09 | 104.02
S ' 4,79 2.65 1.88 3.07 10.71
Grade © .17 |11.04 | 10.98 [.10.05 |104.27
.49 2.17 2.24 2.64 | 10.71
Grade 7 .79 |106.25 | 10.29 | 10.14 |102.31
.08 2.50 2.65 2.74 13.56
~
Mean of Gra5$ : T, : :
Total Groupys=2: SaBgikl 10.17 | 10.58 | 10.22 10.07 | 102.72
Sémple Group Means
= 22 g.72 7.86 6.68 7.22 6.77 82.41
‘Differences 2.18 | 2.31 | 3.90 | 3.0 | 3.30 | 20.31
—
Voc. - Vocabulary W.U. - Word Useage :
T.M. - Thematic Maturity Style - Style
S.P% - Spelling W.L.Q. — Written Language Quotient

~



TABLE 2

Means (Grade Scores) and Differences Between Groups on Gates MacGinitie
Reading Tests
Vocabulary Cdnprehension Total Score -
Grade X n =63 3.5 .53 3.48
XxXn=2 2.5 2.4 - 2.3
Difference 1.0 1.13 1.18
Grade X n =52 4.34 4.30 4.23
X n =4 4.10 4.30 4.13
Difference .24 .00 .10
[
Grade X n =53 5.70 5.40 " 5.43
XxXn=2 4.45 3.0 3.75
Difference 1.25 2.40 1.G8
Grade X n =50 7.23 6.51 \6.84
Xn=4 5.45 4.28 4,93
Difference 1.70 2.23 1.91
Grade 7 ¥ n = 43 7.28 6.76 7.06
Xn=~06 5.586 6.10 6.02
Difference 1.70 LGB 1.04
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Table 3 describes the full group means, sample Jgroup means and
differences between groups for the reading subtests, language subtests
and total language grade scores on the Canadian Test of Basic Skills.
able 4 reports the Pearson-Product-Moment correlations calculated
between the total reading scores on the Gates MacGinitie reading tests
and the written language|éuotients (¥ﬂ05 frdn the Test of Written
Language for the entireqsanple tested at each grade level.
Table 5 presents the Pearson;Producb+kment correlations of the two
reading subtests and the total languége scores from the CTBS as
compared to the Written lLanguage quotients (WLQ) of the Test of Wwritten
Language for the total sample tested at each grade level.
Table 6 re[ofts the Pearson-Product-toment cofrelétion calculated
between the £eacher rankings of childrens writing ability as conpared
to the rankings elicited from the Written Language Quotients (WLQ) and
scales séores from the Thematic Maturity Subtest from the Test of
Written Language for the entire population of students whose teachers
participated in this portion of the study.

-
The rest of‘ﬁhe tables consider the scores géined from ‘working with the
saﬁple groups.onlyi
Table 7 reports the means and standard deviations for subtest scaled

scores and composite scores for the children in grades 3, 4 and 5 who



Means (Grade Scores) and Differences Between Groups

TABLLE

3

« on Canadian Test of Basic Skills
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Read. Total
Voc. | Comp. Spell Cap. Punct. Use. Long.
Grade 3 X n = 03 4.091 3.99 4.30 4,15 4.02 3.83 4.05
Tn=2 2.80 1| 2.50 3.10 2.50 3.50 2.60 2.95
Difference | 1.29 | 1.49 1.20 1,605 52 1.23 1.10
Grade 4 X n = 51 5.07 1 4.83 4.92 4.56 4.80 4.75 4.76
Xn=3 4.90 | 4.060 4.70 4.37 4.23 3.43 4.20
Difference 17 .23 .22 19 .57 1.32 .56
Grade 5 X n = 50 6.34 | 5.99 6. 40 6.17 6.38 | "5.86 6.
Xn =2 5.5 4.7 4.7 5.25 5.1 3.2 4.55
Difference .84 1.27 1.7 .92 1.28 2.06 1.6
Grade 6 X n = 51 7.22 | 6.66 6.90 6.60 ©.98 6.70 6.82
Xn=>5 5.56 ] 5.44 | 5.62 5.60 5.72 5.62 5.66
Difference | 1.06 | 1.22 1.28 1.06 1.26 1.08 1.16
Grade 7 X n = 41 7.43 7.22 7.08 7.31 7.41 7.27 7.48
Xn=7 6.80 | 6.24 .33 6.37 6.50 6.06 6.18
Difference .63 .98 1.35 .94 .91 1.21 1.3
Voc. - Vocabulary Punct. - Punctuation
Read. Comp. - Reading Comprehension Use. - Useage

Spell. - Spelling
Cap. - Capitalization

Total Lang. — Total Language

Useage




Pearson-Product =Moment. €
and GCates Mac

TABLE 4

TUTAL # GRADE
n o= 52 3
n = 39 4
n = 40 5
n = 50 O
n = 43 7

Level of significance = ** p .01

TABLE 5

CORKELATION COEFEFLCTENT

LHO kA
LAl K
L4k
LO0 Rk
70 KRk

**x 001

Pearson-broduct-Moment Coefficient of Correlation Between
WL (TOWL) and CIBS Test Scores

TOTAL # GRALE ~DESCKRIPTION OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENF.
SUBTESTS (Ci3s)
T\
n =55 3 Vocabulary D2 Kk
n = 55 3 Reading Comprehension .55 *!*
n = 55 3 Total language Skills LT3 kR
n = 42 4 Vocabulary LG3 Fx
n = 42 4 Reading Camprehension A6 K
n :'42 4 Total Language Skills .59 ik
n = 40 5 Vocabulary L59 KEx o,
n = 40 5 keading Comprehension .58 ***
n = 40 5 Total Language Skills .74 Rk
n =51 6 Vocabulary L]3 *Ax
n = 51 6 Reading Camprehension LTJO Fx*
n = 51 6 Total Language Skills LT3 Rk
n =41 7 Vocabulary .64 Fxx
n =43 7 Reading Comprehension .70 ***
n =41 7 Totdl lLanguage Skills LTT KR*

Level of Significance =

* p .05 ** p.0L *** p<.00L

110
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j(jiniti te ‘Total Reading Grade Soeores
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¢ TABLE ©:
Pearson-Product-Moment Coefficient of Correlatlon Between
Teacher Rankings of Student Writing Ability and Scores from the -
Test of Written Language (TOWL)

111

[} ° ‘ )

x . @
) .

Total # | Score Used From Test of Written | Correlation Coefficient
. . , Language : '

n =191 | 'Written Language Quotient ST .63 Kk \"(

n =191 | Thematic Maturity Scaled Score | 5L wak

il
% Sy
i

Level of Significance ** p .0l  *** p<.001

Subtest Scales Scores

and Camposite Quotlent Scores on the I (grade 3, 4 arid 5 sample

9rOUP)
s 3
_ ' 4 - N STANDARD
NAME of SUBTEST OR COMPOSITE | MEANS FOR GROUP n=10 LEVIATION
Sentence Combining .-~ 8.5 3.04
Characteristics 8.1 1.81
Word Ordering 6.9 2.47
' Generals : ; 9.7 . 1.62
Grammatic Comprehension . 8.1 2.21
Spoken Language™ Quotlent (81) |- 88.1 10.66
Listening Composite : 88.6. 10.11
Speaking Composite , -« 89.5 11.37
Semantics Oomposn.te ) ‘ 89.34 _ 7.20
Syntax Coamposite ‘ 86.0 ' 112.59




""’"Table 8 indicates the means and standard deviations for subtests and

COH'lpOS:Lte
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were administered the Test of Languagew Levelopment - Intermediate

(TOLD-I). The standardized means for subtest scale scores. is are 10

with a standard deviation of 3 while composite score means are 100 with

- ‘a standard deviation of 15.

: ,scores for the students in grades 6 and 7 who were

admlnlstered the Test of Adolescent Language (TOAL). The standardized

means and standard dev1atlons are the same as’ those for the TOLD-I.

@y
g

Table 9 presents the correlation coefficients between the composite
SCores on the Test of Language Develogxnent - Intermediate (TOLD-1) and
the Written Language Quotient (WLQ) from the Test .of ﬁritten Language
for the study group at grades 3 4 and 5.

Table 10 prov;Ldes the correlation coefflclents calculated from the
comparison of the composite scOres from the Test of Adolesoent
Language (TOAL) and ‘the Written Language Quotient from the Test of
Written Language for the study group at grades 6 and 7.

Table 11 presents the means for subtests, verbal, Performance and Full
Scale Scores on the Wechsler Inteliigence Scaled for Children -

Revnrsed The standardized means for subtests are lO with a standard

deviation of 3 and 100 with a standard deviation of 15 for the '"Scale"

H
,

scores on S_he WISC-R.

”

D

#



TABLE 8.

Group Means and Standard Deviation for Subtest Scaledecores .
and Camposite Quotient Scores-on the TOAL (grade 6 and 7 sanple group)

STANDARD

Expressive Language

NAME OF SUBTEST OR COMPOSITE N MEANS FOR GROUP | DEVIATION
Listening/Vocabulary 11 7.7 1.6
Listening/Grammar 11 7.2 2.7
Speaking/Vocabulary 12 9.0. 1.8 .
Speaking/Grammar . 12 9.5 2.7.
Reading/Vocabulary 12 7.1 2.2
Reading/Grammar 12 7.5 1.5
Writing/Vocabulary 12 7.3 1.8
Writing/Grammar - 12 7.7 T 1.2
Adolescent Language Quotient . oo :
(ALQ) . 11 85.27 7.98
Listening 12 84.50 10.01
Speaking . 11 95.09 9.60
Reading 12 83.75 10.50
Writing 12 85.25 7:40
Spoken Language 11 89.09 10.49
Written Language 12 82.67 8.35
Vocabulary ' 11 85.45 5.53
Grarmar , 11 - 86.45 10.50
Receptive Language 12 82.25 . 9.24
11 89.36 ©7.99

113
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Pearson-Product-Moment Correlations Between WLQ (‘I‘OV:IL) and TOLD-I1

Composite Scores Level -of Significance * p (.05

TOTAL # DESCRIPTION OF COMPOSITES ON TOLD-I1 | CORRELATION
' ' COEE'FICIENTS

n ="10 Spoken Language Quotientl .033

n = 10 Listening Composite .23

n=10 | Speaking Composite -.09

n = 10 Semantics Composite .23

n =10 Syntax Conméite -.03

TABLE 10

Pearson—-Product-Moment Correlations Between /IO ('IUJL) and TCGAL

Conmposite Scores

TOTAL # DESCRIPTION OF COMPOSITES ON TOAL CORRELATION
: COEFFICIENTS

n=11 Adolescent Language Quotient 70 *

n =12 Listening .49

n=11 Speaking 18

n=12 Reading .67 * .

n =12 Writing .53

n =11 Spoken Language C - .66 *

n = 12, | Written Language : T LT3 Hx

n=11 Vocabulary .06*

n =11 Grammar .67 *

n =12 Receptive language LT3

n =11 Expressive Language .44

¥ Level of Significance * p .05

.
o)

** p .01
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TABLE 12

Pearson Product Monep%tpoefficient of Correlations Between
WLQ (TOWL) and%WISC—R Scores for Sample Group
- ®.05 Level of Significance

TOTAL # W1sC-R SCALE - Correlation Coefficient
n= 22 Verbal Scale Score s o
n= 22 Performénce Scale Scoré -.002

n = 22 Full Scale Score ' ' .14
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Table 12 reports the correlation coetfficients in the comparison between
. o v v

the (WIQ) from the Test of Written Language and the Verbal, Per formance

and. Full Scale Scores from the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children

- Revised (WISC-R) for the entire sample grdup.

B. Interpretation of the Data

In examj_xﬂhg the population of students from grades three through
eight that‘ were identified as having writing problems, there were
initially twenty-nine students out of a total population of two hundred
and _forty two students tested. This represents 12.0 peréent of this
population. Thé twenty students selected for the study group with E.Ull

. .
Scale I.Q's of 90 or above represented 9.1 percent of the total
population. There were fourteen oys in the study‘ group and eight

girls. This is consis_ft:ént with the literature suggesting that there
are often more Boys found to havé'le‘arning' probl‘ems than lgirls (Otto,
McMenemy, Smith, 1973)..

. With the exception of the grade four school population, the mean

scores on the Wl of the TOWL for 'al]..A other grade levels in the school

<k
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were above the standardized mean score (X = 100). This may indicate
that the standardized scoring norms are slightly inflated for the
population. This phenomena was also noted by teachers in certain

schools in the.United States who felt that the test scores tended to

over, estimate“istudents writing ability, (as reported by Carolyn Compton

i
s

in her critique of the test,h see p.. 79). The mean scores of the
students inj}:he study group were significantly lower on both the WLQ
and subtest;‘, of the TOWL. In examining the differences for ‘each
subtest for the cowined sample group 1t is interesting to note that
the contrived suﬁtests (ie; spélling, word useage ‘and style) that test
for mechanics appedr to pose the most difficulty for the sample group
while scores ‘elicited from the spontaneous writing lsample_ (i.e..
-vocabulary and Thematic Matufity)‘ are closer to the group means for
‘each grade level. This was alsg found to be true in research conducted
by Poplin et al when the TOWL was administered to. children in g.rades
three through eight when scores on the. Vocabulary and Thematic Maturity
tests "did not ‘fall below one standard deviation from the norm" (p.
52). Spelling in particular represented the largest deficit ability of
the sample population.' vIt was suggested by Moran (1981) that "lowered
spelling scores are characteristic of learning disabled ‘students" and
that "spelling per«fbrmance may have some implications for screening"
(p- 279). (see Table 1)

In examining the reading scores from the Gates MacGinitie Reading

Tests (see Table 2) for the full and sample groups -at each grade level,
L)
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there are a variety of differences between‘ the grghps. Reading
canprehension skill represented the largest deficit area for the sample
students in grades 3, 5 and 6 whiie kndwledge of vocabulary appeared to
be more of a problem for the grade 4 and 7 sample studeﬁtsi The grade
four students were actually not significantly below the grade levels of
their ‘peerS‘ in any of the reading areas measured on the Gates
MacGinitie reading test.

On the Canadian Test of Basic Skills reading comprehension skills
were the weakest reading scores for the sample group at all grade
levels (see Table 3). This test was conducted eight months after the

Gates MacGinitie reading test and consequently tested a higher level of

comprehension ability. The grade four students however, agaln were
only slightly behind the grade levels of the rest of the grade four
: S

students. It appears for the'most part tﬁat students who were found to
be weak writers also appear to be weaker readers in éomparison to their
peers. There appear to be children who are exceptions to this however,
a; indicated by the students in grade four. With the exception of the
grade four students once again, all other students, in the sa;ble
performed up to a grade level or more be?ind their peers in the
mechanical aspects of language (i.e. sﬁelling, capitalization,

éunctuation and useage).

The correlation coefficients comparing the Written Language
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Quotient of the TOWL to grade scores from the Gates MacGinitic (see
" Table 4) indicate moderate to substantial correlations between reading
and writi‘ng, as 'mdicatéd by the higher correlations at grade six and
seven. These correlations are higher than those reported by Wright and
Reich (1972) who found a .46 correlation between LOIl}bSitiOh soores on
writing samples and subtest scores from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test drawn from 520 scores at thé grade eight level. Their study may
have produced a more acéurate representation of this correlation due to .
the larger sample size. |

Thev correlation coeffic';énts relating the WLQ of the TOWL to
reading and total language scores on the CIBS (see Table 5), again
report rmoderate to substantial relationships between reading and
;»/riting,' with the relationship apéapently increasing with the higher
grade’ lev'els-. With the exception of the grade four coefficient
however, the relationship between the Total Language Scores of the CTBS
and the WLQ of the TOWL is even stronger than for those reported in
reading. This would, seem to indicate there are skills in written
’ lahcjuage that are -not’ related to or dependent on reading skill. - In a
study conductéd sy Hogan and Mishler (1980), they too found a higher
;:orrelation between scores attained from a writing sample and a
standardized language te:st than those measured between reading and
1writi‘ng scores. Their ‘conclusions were that "the language test (in the

Survey Battery) does relate more highly to free-writing performance

than do objective tests in other curricular areas, thus, at least
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partially allaying the suspicion that we are dealing here with nothing
more than a qgeneral verbal or overa 11 educational development  factor"
(p. 2206).

The correlation coefficient between teacher rankings of student
achievanent and the Written Language (Quotient of the Test of Written -
Language (see Table 0) indicates a significant relationshi? between the
two. This may suggest that there is reasonable validity to the TOWL or
that teachers’tend to measure written expression of students in nmcﬁ
the same way overall as the TowL. It is interesting to note that the
correlation between the Thematic Maturity subtest of the TOWL and
teagper rankings 1is much lower in écnparison to the previou§
cor: lation. The Thematic bhturity subtest was chosen for oonparison
a5 1t appears to be the one subtest 'ﬁﬁat provides the most

’ represéntative measurement of the student's skill in communicating
meaning in writing regardless of mechanical errors. Based on these

results it would appear that these teachers take a students mechanical

abilities in writing 'into strony consideration when rating written

4

language skills.

In examining_the scores achiéVed.by thg study group in grades 3, 4
and 5 who were admini#tered_the TOLD-1 (see Table 7) it was found that
‘the mean scores fpr.the group were below the standardizea norms for all

a 7 .
subtests and composite scores. With the exception of the Word Ordering
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subtest (which is thought to neasure both listening and speaking
skills) all other test scores were within one standard deviation from
standardized test norms. The lower score on the Word Ordering subtest
may be related to the generally lower scores reported on the Digit Span
subtest of the WISC-R measuring short term auditory memory skills. The
Word Ordering subtest also appears to call for short term ‘auditory
mermory ability as it requires the student to reorder from three to
“seven words presented by the examiner into a meaningful sentence.

It does appear however, for the most part that these children with
writing problems tended to have lower than avei'age oral language skillls
as the standard deviations for this group ind';cate little variance in
skill levels. There was one exception from this population. « Ope child
was found to have average to ‘above average scores in all subtests and

' composite scores with a Spoken Language Quotient of w7

The mean scores measured for the ;tudents in grades 6 and 7 who
completed the Test of Adolescent Language also showed several scores
that were below the s£andardized norms for the test (see Table 8).
With the exception OJf four composite scores,all other subtest and
carposite means were still within one standard deviation from the

standardized means. The composites that fall below one standard

deviation were '"Listening" - described as "the ability to understand
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the spoken language ie. the speech of other people" (Honmill et al,

1982 p. 12):; "Reading" - comprehension of written material; "Written

Language" - defined as "the ability to read and write" Ghmuniil et al,
/

1982, p. 12), and "Rece}'gtive Language", defined by the authors as "the
r

gbility to canprehené poth written and spoken language'. Those

A
fd \‘\

subtests and composites means that were closest to the standardized
means were those related to the components measuring "speaking" skills
or "the ability to express ones ideas vocally" (Hammill et al, 1982, p.
12). |

while it appears that most of glles students were measured to have
average intact speaking skills, they were found to have low average to
below average skills in other language areas including reading,
writing, listening and auditory comprehension skills. This again
suggests that students with writing problems often have difficulties in
other language areas that may be interfering with writing skill
development . |

‘In examining the relationship between the Written Language
Quotients or the Test of Written Language and composite scores from the
Test of Language Development - Intermediate (a;,ee Table 9) there were no
significant correlations. This lack oﬁ relationship may simply be due
to the lack of power in the small size of the population because the_
mean scores indicate fthat tr‘le group had generally below average scores,

and the standard deviations indicate a rather restricted range of

U
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experienced by this group are less related to lower level  lanquage
[ ]

skills (oral language) than to those at higher levels e.qg. reading on

that this test instrument may not be sensitive to oral lanquage
difficulties that oould affect written language skill development. LU
does suggest however, that oral and written language contain conpohents

¥

thant are unique and that do not necessarily directly affect cach
v

other.

The data measuring the relationship between the Written Language
Quotient of the Test of Written Language and conposite scores on the
Test of Adolescent Language (see Table 10) reveals significant
correlations (at the .01 level of significance between the writing
scores (WLQ) and the Written Language and Receptive Language conposites
of the TOAL. The correlation with the Written Language Composite score
ingj_cetes Z:onsistency in the weak writing skills of the study group gnd

;

presents evidence supporting the validity of the TOWL. In a study

[N

correlating the test of Written Language with composites on the Test of

Adolescent language Hanmill'et al (1980) reported a .67 correlation
with the Written‘ language Scale (from Hammill and Larsen 1978, p. 18)
which is only slightly lower than the .73 correlation measured in this
study . The Receptive Language Composite is developed from a
catbination of the two reading subtests and the two listening subtests

of the TOAL. It is interesting to note that neither the Listening

Composite nor the Reading Composite correlated with the Written

soores. It could also be hypothesized that the writing ditficulties.

Vb
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Language Quotlent but as the dombination of the two did, suggestlng
that factors that could affeot wrltten ‘anguage skill may be) subtle and
very complex. There were P‘.‘also significant correlations (at the .05
level of‘ significance) between the‘),_wfitten Language Quotient of' the
TWL and the Adolescent language Quotient, and the Reading, Spoken
Language, Vocabulary and Grammar Compo'sites of ‘the ~TOAL. The"
correlatlon of the WIQ of the Test of ertten Language with the
Adolescent L.anguage Quotient which is a comp051te of all scores on the
TOAL again indig:ates that any number of a multltude of language factors
can,\affect "wrftten_ Alanguag‘e ability. This correlation (.70) is oniy
’ svlightly higher,‘ than the correlation of .67 reported by Hammill et al

. 3 ~ -
(1980) in thelr... study exarm.nlng the correlatlorls between the wrltten

O

language quotient of the’ ’IOWL and varlables of the TOAL. "The

relationship between readmg,;__ yocabulary and grammar to writing is

supported by - the 'moderate ::o high cofrelations found previously in

measurmg the relatlonshlp between the wrltten language quotlent of the

'IOWL and components rneasurlng these three areas on the Gates MacGinitie
»

Reacding Test and .the Canadlan Test of Bas1c Skllls

The correlatlon between wrltlng skill and - the Spoken Language

conp051te whlch is formed from the two llstenlng and the two speaking

- subtests of the TOAL is more dlfflcult to interpret as neither of these

two camponents correlated highly with the WLQ on, their own. In fact,

v
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the composite scores that correlated the least with the WLQ scores were
those of the Speaking composite. The listening component score appears
to be related to some extent as it also affected the significance of
the Receptive Language Composite scor® (which was' formed from Reading
and Listening composites). Again the interpretation or_ these results
must be regarded with caution due to the small size of the sample.
ln examining the means of the study group from their scores on the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale For Children = Reviséd (Wisc-R) (see Table
11), it was found that all means for the Verbal, Performance and Full
S‘cale Scores were within the averaé i _range‘. and slightly above the
standardized mean of lOO.A The scores Elged from 120 to 90 on the Full
Scale, 120 to 84 on the Verbal Scale and 120 to 92 on the Performance
Scale. All subtest means from the’ Performance Scale were slightly
above the standardized mean of 10. The verbal subtests were somewhat
more variablé but all remained within a standard deviation of the
.st’andardized mean. Relative to the ,.res,t of the means the mean for “the
’Information Subtest was the lowest This subtest is thought to measure
a childs knowledge of general information and long term memory ability,
however, the mean score is not significantly discrepant from the other
,subtest means to draw any concluSions Based on the results for the
group it would appear that there are no~conncn patterns’ of scores from
the students profiles that can provide any insights into intellectual
sctors that may affect writing sl\ills. Each child has a unique

profile of intellectual strengths and weaknesSes.
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N
The <data Imeas'uring the correlations between writihg and Scale
Scores on the VJISC;R (see Table 12) would ,Isupport the previous
‘conclusion as’ t;he.re were no s:ignificant'relat'i'o’nship.s indicated.
IThe correlation coefficient df .86,was‘ found ‘beﬁween the Schonell

and TOWL spelling  tests and is significant at the .00l level of

. s:Lgnlflcance Thls Theasurement was, conducted simply as. another method

o

to establlsh the \/a\\/l/dltﬁf)of the Test of ertten Language The" grade

‘'scores between the two tests were obviously, hlghly similar.

|



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter contains a summary of the. stutly, ,its limitations,
conclusions and implications for educators, evaluators and remediators
involved in the teaching and testing of written. language.

L] & ‘-

A. Summary of the Study

Revi;w of the Study
This study was conducted in orde; to gain some ihsights into the ™,
types of problems experienced by students at an elementary and junior
high school"level who are having difficulty with -writing skill
development. ' The relationShbs of written language.to reading and bfal
language was also iﬁvestigated. Tﬁe Test of Written Language

Development by'\ill and lLarsen (1978) was used for the measurement

of written language ability, as it is the most recently published

il

st‘a.nciérdized writing test available and little research has been
,conducted‘in investigating its effectiveness. Tests used for examining
the relationship of writing to reading and oral language were ;he
“"Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests", "‘I"he Cénadian Test of Basic Skills",

L
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"The Test of Language' Development” and "The Test of Adolescent

Language".

Additionally, writing scores were compared to scores from the

"Weschler Intelligencé Scale for Children - Revised" in order toO
determine if students with writing problems have any common patterns of
strengths and.weakneSSes cn an intellectuél profile.

Teachers of the studen‘ts involved. in the study were also asked to
rank their studlents writing ability and these ranks were compared to

.

the scores from the "Test of Written Language'.

- FINDINGS OF THE STULY

In response to the research questions found at the end of Chapter

two, it was found for the most part, that students experiencing writing

problems were also weak readers ' in comparison to their peers.
Correlations between the Written Language Quotient of the Test of
ertten Language and total reading scores on the Gates MacGlnltle
Reading Tests were significant ranging from .48 to .70. Correlation_s
between the Written Lanugage Quotient of the TOWL and reading
vocabulétry and cornprehenSJ.on scores on the Canadian Test of Basic
.‘Skilvls wer_e also found to be significant ranging frorn .46 to .73.
Correlatibﬁs betweeq written langtiage and total | language skills
_measured on the Canadian Test of Basic Skills were even higher however,
ranging from .59 to .77.

In examining the relationship between teacher rankings of students



N ., ' 130

writing ai)ility and the scores from the Test of Written Language
ability it was found that there was a significant correlation between
them. There was however, a higher correlation‘between teacher ratings
and ‘the overall Written Language Quotient whiéh is formed from a
combination of two subtests measuring abilities from a writing‘ sample
and three subtests ‘measuring mechanincs as compared to ‘a lower
correlation between teacher ‘rankings and the Thematic Maturity subtest
which is thought to be more of a measure of the written expression of_
ideas.

Based on t-;he results from the Test of Written Language, it was
found that 12 percent of the total population of 242 students tested
were measured to -have writing skills of one standai‘d deviat;ion or
greater below the standardiéed norms of the test. Of tﬁese students,
'approxirnétely nine percent had Full Scale 1IQ scorés of 90 or better
based on the norms of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children -
Revised. | |

Generally, students with writing difficulties were found to have
below average gqral language and listening skills. Correi_'ations
howe?er, between the Wriﬁten.Language QuOtient of the "Test of Written
Language" and.the composite scores on the "Test of Languag;e Development
- Intennediate"' .for the study group in grades three,. four and five were

not sighificant.  Significant correlations were found between the

Written Language Quotient on the "Test of Written Language” and the
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Written 'Language (.73), Receptive Lanugage v (.73),‘ Reading (.67)
Vocabulary (.66) and Grammar (.67) composites -of i'the "Test of
Adolescent Lancuage". ‘Adyditiona-lly theré was . a cor;elation ’of .70
between the Written Language Quotient of t’ihe TOWL and the Adolescent
Language Quotient of the TOAL. |

There were no. significant relationships found between the Written
Langﬁage Quotient of the "Test of Written Languagef and scale scores of
the Wechsler Intca’liigence Scale for Children - Revised (WISC-R) .

In exémining the subtest scores from the '"Test of Written
Language" it was found that students with writing pfoblems experience
the most difficulty with the mechanical aspécts of w}:iting. | Spelling‘
in pértig:ular, represented the greatest"d'eficit‘ area for the students.
Conversely, the students scores from the actual w_riting sample on
subtests measuring vocabulary choice and ideation skills were generall);
found to be within a standard ‘deviation of the standardized .mean
scores. |

In examining the u‘sefuines‘s of the "Test of Written Lang\zxage“' it
was felt ’.that the test cou’ld provide some general indicaﬁions of a
students stren;gths and weaknesses in wriﬁiﬁg but did not contain enoughv
items to shpply a specific diagnostic b;eakdc}wn.' ‘It was alsé found
that the criterion—related validity of thé teﬁt//was supported by the
s~igf1.ificant corfelatioﬁs betweén the -Wr‘ittén Language Quotients of the

TOWL and the total language scores on the "Canadian Test of Basic
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Skills" and the Written Language composite of the"Test of Adolescent
Lanugadge" . There was also a. significant correlation of .86 found

between the Schonell Spelling Test and the spelling subtest on the

"Test of Written Language". ¢
B. Limitations of the Study

In conducting . research that examines wrii;ten language skills,
there are so many factors and variables that can ‘affect writing that it
is- virutally impossible to account for them all.

‘A single standardized test was used for the meas@re of writing ability
which limits the type of skills being neasu'?.;ed 'and the type of writing
sample produced by each student.

There were two different. test instruments used for'meavSuring the
lanc:;uage‘ skills of the stgdy ‘populatipn due to the diffi;:ulty in
finding a standardized test instrument that was suitable for the age
range of the students.

The major iimitation to thJ,s study was the factb ‘that the
accessible population  in terms of continuity was from "a single
elementary-junior high school and the sample group drawn from the
population was small. | |

Therefore, all generalization‘s should be regarded with; these

-

limitations in mind.
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C. Conclusions

Based on the main findings of this study, with regard to the
quéstions a‘sked‘ in the ﬁhesis and an awareness of its limitations the
foliowiqg coriclusions are made:

Thére appears’ to be a strong relationship petween written
language, 'dral: lénguage and reading. The data seems to suggest
however, that there afe conﬁonents that are unique énly to writing'gnd
therefore reading or oral‘ langugge ‘scores may not be accura£e

‘predictors of writing ability (Backlund et al 1980).

Furthermore,b the relatiohship between the variéus oral . language
components measured by the TOLD-I and TOAL and Writing skills was,éound
to be both subtle and intricate. It is consequently' difficult to
determine any specific variables that may affect written language,' The
fact that the majority of children wére}found to have weaknesses in all
aspects of language however, suggests that al“holistic" approach which
incorporates talking, listening, ‘reading and wr;ting together in
language arts progrqm; may be the nost beneficial to skill development
in all language areas. Koeller (1982), Tiedt (1983).

It i1s to be noted however} that there were studeﬂtg who were found
to have average»of better grade scores in reading and averaée and in
dne' instance above average ‘scores in measured -components of . oral
language. .

-

These exceptions are important reminders. that each .childs

strengths and weaknesses are unigue and remedial programming should ‘be
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’geared to individual needs.
Based on test scores from the Test of Written Language, children
with writing problems appear to be experiencing the most dtfficulty
Witll‘ the mechanical aspects of writing. Spelling’was found to be a
particularly common problem within the  group. This supports the
reséarch and adds evidence to tllme implication that educators should be
alerted by spelling problems as early, indicators of potential
'difficult'nes in writing, Moran (1981). Relative to their mechanical
skills on the 'ID\V% study groups scores were closer to the norm on
subtests measuring actual written expression of ideas. This supports
previous research and suggests that remedial approaches to writing
should begin with ideation followed later by attention to mec‘y\zanical
errors. These findings should be taken into consideration b; poth
‘reg‘ular teachers who in this study, appeared to place more emphasis on
rre:::hanics over the written communication of thought$ in their ratings
of student writing ability.
~ The Wechsler intelligexqce' Scale for Children-Revised was not found
to be useful, with the vsample studied, as an instrument fér predl'cting
tential problems or intéllectual patterns common to‘ éhildreﬁ with
writing difficulties. ' ? .
The criterion—-related validity of the Test of Writteﬁ Languagé was
established in this study by the si@uificant correlations found between

the written language quotient of the TOWL and the Total Language Score

of the CTBS and the Written Language Composite ‘score on the TOAL.
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There was also a significant correlation between thg spelling\subtest
on the 'TOWL and the Schonell Spelling Test. In  exami nix‘{é; the
usefulness of the 'Rlﬂha it like most standardized tests has its
linitations. Clinicians and“‘ aiLlcatofs can gain general information
regarding a child's streﬁéﬁhs andlweaknesses in writing from the TOWL
but there are not enough items in each subtest to develop a detailed
analysis of deficits. Additionally, students are required to provide
only a single sample of writing which does not account for the varfety
of writing modes that could pose particular problems for certain
children. To be fair to the authors of the Test-of Written Language,
they foo discuss the limitations of this test instrument and caution
evaluators not to make any hasty generalizations or programming
decisions from scores gained from the test.

The TCW&Jnay however, be useful as an initial scfeening device or-
in conjunction with criterion related on other direct assessment
methods in developing a comprehensive bgktery of writing tests.
Evaluators should also be aware that the TOWL was found in this
research and in prgvious diséussions to possibly over-estimate students
writing skills. | :

The incidence of writing difficulties found in the population
studled suggests that there should be more attention focused on wrltlng‘
skllliﬁevelopment and ore time provided for seadents to prartlce their
Ski%{é in both regular and special education.

Written language is a difficult, challenging' and sometimes
A

ik
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perplexing area in which to conduct research. 1t is such an intricate
and multifaceted proﬁﬂgfs that it is virtually inpossible to account for
idiosyncrasies among students or control for the almost infinite number
of variables that can influence writing ability. Research pertalining
to written language problems and disabilities is further canplicated by
an even nore limited knowledge base about factors that can interfere
with normal written language acquisition and the great diversity of
abilities among the learning disabled population. Poplin (1984)
suggests that ‘"actually nore variation has been found within the
category of learning disabilities than outside this population" (p.
131). It is hoped however, that despite these obstacles, research will
ingrease in what has been described as “the highest achievement in
language for all modern cultures" Barenbaum (1983). A great deal moré
information has to be accumulated 1if our goal as educators and
diagnosticians is to improve and design effective writing programs for
students placed im our care. |
This study was "conducted Iin an attempt to contribute to the
» knowledge about writing and difficult{es experienced by students at the
elementary and junior high level. Although in retrospect a larger
initial sample might have ameliorated or clarified some of t)ge problems
it must  be noted however, that due to the many inconsistencies in
written lanquuje a large sample size may not have alieviated some of
the inherent difficulties involved in writing research.

In spite of the complexity of written language 1t was suggested

~—,
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from this study and studies discussed in the literature review (eg.
Wright and Reich (1972); Applebee (1977); Baden (1981); S{;otsky (1983))
that ability in writing is closely related to reading and oral language
’skill, alti gh certain factors‘ seem to indicate that it is a unique”
it 1s a unique process. Students with writing problems seem to have
particular difficulties with the mechanics in writing, and spelling
appears to he an indicator for potential problems in writing. There
were exceptions and inconsistencies in skill development in the
.language .areas across students and once again this thesis supports the

need for individualized programming. Further implications follow.
D. Implications
IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATORS

A review of the litérature suggests that more time should bpe
devoted to the development of writing skills in classroom lan\guage*
arts programs. This time should focus on the actual expression’ of
ideas rather than on the mechanical aspects of writing. It must be
~emphasized however, thét more time is not the sole answer to an
effective writing program. For example, in a study conducted by
Lernhardt, Zigmond and Cooley (1980), (as reviewed by Silverman et al
1981), in which they observed students working in time designated for

"writing" they found that seventy five percent of this time was

/



o

138

L 3

actually spent on activities that simply involved "copying" rather than’

-

expressive writing. This type of activity is not conductive to the

promotion of written lanquage skills., Tuiwe spent in a quality writing

program should be focussed on the actual expression of ideas rather

than on the mechanical aspects of writing or copying exercises.
¥

'S

Results from this study suggested that teachers tend to judge writing
- .

ability based heavily on the mechanics involved in writing rather than

placing an emphasis on the ~comunication of Ineaning in written

language. !

. . i . . : »
Based on this study and a review of the literature, 1t 1s the "~

author's opinion, that oral language, reading and writing are closely
related but unique language skills. The writer suggests that students

may enjoy more success and more balanced skill development in language

arts through gthe use of an integrated language arts approach. VWritten

expl;ession can became an integral‘part of a Language Arts program even
in the earliest grades. In fact, early experiences stressing writing
as an enjoyable communication method may. prevent writing from becoming
a chore in later grades and may indeed in the future, legen the number

of children experiencing difficulty and frustration wilth written

language.
) IMPLICATIONS FOR EVAIUATORS

As a clinician, probably one of the most useful insights gained

//

T e e,
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from this study far the writer ie t}:atAstan‘dardized test instruments in
writteh langpage cannot provide a comprehensive assessment of skill
levels, ahdAa ‘students specific strengths and weaknesses in writing.
All too oﬂen, we as clinicians tend to rely on standardized tests in
" making a diagnosis and send a student on for help wi'th'out a thorough
inovestigat.ion into the types of difficvuvl_'tie;.s he or she i& experiencing.
Although asSeS_smeht of written expression contiriueS to be a complex and
rather perplexing area', a'review of( the literature reveals ﬁhat there
are mahy testing deVicee outside of objective-fests that can be heIpful
"if one has a clear idea about the purpcse for the assessmént and the
uees and 1in1itations; bf»“tte various te;.sc instruments. It is impdrtant
for evaluatorsk responsibls for assessing writing skills to have a more
»tho’rough khd&ledge of tre variety of assessment methods that al;e
available and a clearer unde:'standing of the multitude of factors that
can affect .a studehts writing ahility if we are _to .develop more

oomprehén_six)e methods for evaluating and remediating writing skills.

IMPLICATIONS FOR REMEDIAL EDUCATORS

Resource room teachers ag( other teachers mvoived in special

° kP

education should egﬂgﬁre that wrlt;mg is mcorporated as a major part of’
-language ar‘ts remedial programs. - All too often the sole focus is on
remedlal readlng and wrltlng is’ virtually 1gnored Ch:leren w1th

learning problems ofterr have d&fflculty re-lntegratlng academically

.
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{
with their peers even when reading skills have improved, due to

difficulties in coping with the written languagg) demands in the regular
classroom, such as note taking, essa;y writing and completion of exams
requiring written answers. ‘

It is‘also important to develop individualized remedial programs -
fhat are based on a specific breakdown og a students strengths as well
“as his or her weaknesses in writing. Results frorﬁ this research and a
review of the literature suggests that many students experiencing
difficulty with writing can actually express ideas reasonably well if
teachers can .overlook thé mechanical errors contained in the
campositions. The literature su’ggests that remedial programs shoﬁld
focus first on encouraging the flow of thoughts and cormmunication in

writing'and then on the specific mechanical problems experienced Dby,

each student.
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